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$600,000,000 the amount authorized to be
appropriated for defense housing under the
act of October 14, 1940, as amended; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2471). Referred to
the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
hills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLAND:

H.R.7556. A bill authorizing the tempo-
rary appointment or advancement of com-
missloned officers of the Coast and Geodetic
Burvey In time of war or national emergency,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT:

H.R.75657. A bill to eliminate the require-
ment in section 19 of the Federal Highway
Act, as amended, that the Secretary of Agri-
culture include an itemized statement in his
annual report under such act of traveling
and other expenses, including a list of em-
ployees, thelr duties, salaries, and traveling
expsnses, if any, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Roads.

H. R. 7558. A bill to repeal section 19 of the
Federal Highway Act, as amended, which re-
guires the Secretary of Agriculture to make
-detalled reports with respect to the adminis-
tration of such act; to the Committee on
Roads.

By Mr. MAY:

H.R.7559. A bill to equalize certain dis-
abllity benefits for Army officers; to the Com-
mittee on IMilitary Affairs.

H.R.7560. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to authorize the President of the
United &tates to requisition property re-
quired for the defense of the United States,”
approved October 16, 1941, to continue it in
effect; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ROEERTSON of North Dakota:

E.R.7561. A bill providing a time limit.for
coliection of feed and seed loans; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R. 7562. A bill to repeal the Silver Pur-
chase Act of 1934; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R.7563. A bill to repeal the act to ex-
tend the time within which the powers rela-
tion to the stabilization fund and altera-
tion of the weight of the dollar may be
exercised; to the Committee on Coinage,
Weights, and Measures.

By Mr, SIKES:

H.R.7564. A bill to provide an appropria-
tion for the improvement of the Guilf Intra-
coastal Waterway; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

SENATE

MoNDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 1942
Rev. Daniel W. Justice, S. T. B.,, M. A,,

minister, Trinity Methodist Church,
Washington, D. C., offered the following
prayer:

O God, our help in ages past, our hope
for years to come, we pause this beautiful,
bracing morning, to recognize the sov-
ereignty of Thy Presence, and to seek
the guidance of Thy Spirit.

Gracious Lord, whose law we fain
would keep, whose fellowship we fain
would enjoy, and to whose service we
fain would be loyal, in the spirit of the
Master Friend of all men, touch and bless
the lives of all these Thy servants, our
Vice President, and our Senators, and in
every undertaking of this session of our
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Senate help them to do justly, to love
mercy, and to walk humbly with Thee,

Graciously remember and protect all
loved ones, the home ties and all inter-
ests of the citizenry of our United States—
all the way from the responsible duties
of this sacred Chamber of our Govern-
ment to the utmost outposts where our
boys and girls and men and women are
serving faithfully to conserve the faith
and the freedoms that make for the
brotherhocd of all under the living God.
Ways of procedure and decision are not
always certain for the living of these
days. In gquietness and in confidence, O
God, show forth the light of Thy wisdom
and love to our President, our Cabinet,
our Congress, and all other leaders en-
trusted with grave responsibility.

Bless the tie that binds all humanity
together in that immortal principle of
“man to man shall brother be.”

Pardon our sins, forgive those who de-
spitefully use us, and in every crisis keep
our fellowship with Thee and faith with
one another unbroken.

Through Christ our Redeemer., Amen.

NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER

The Secretary (Edwin A. Halsey) read
the following letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C., September 21, 1942,
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. A, B. CHANDLER, & Senator
from the State of Kentucky, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
CARTER GLASS,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CHANDLER thereupon took the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BarkLEY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
September 17, 1942, was dispensed with,
and the Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United Sfates submitting nomina-
tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries.

_ CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a

- guorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Connally Lee
Andrews Danaher Lodge
Austin Davis Lucas
Balley Downey McCarran
Ball George McFarland
Bankhead Gerry McEellar
Barkley Gillette McNary
Bilbo Glass Maloney
Brewster Green Maybank
Bridges Guffey Mead
Brooks Gurney Murdock
Brown Hatch Murray
Bunker Hayden Norris
Burton Herring Nye
Butler Hill O'Daniel
Byrd Holman O'Mahoney
Capper Johnson, Calif, Overton
Caraway Johnson, Colo. Pepper
Chandler Kilgore Radc.uﬂe
Clark, Idaho La Follette

Clark, Mo Langer Reyna!d'
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Russell Thomas, Idaho Van Nuys
Bechwartz Thomas, Okla. Wagner
Bhipstead Thomas, Utah Wallgren
Smathers Truman ‘Walsh
Smith Tunnell White
Spencer Tydings Wiley
Taft Vandenberg Willis

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. Bonel, the
Senator ¥rom South Dakota [Mr. Bu-
rowl, the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavezl, the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. Doxeyl, the Senator from Louis-
iana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Grass], the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. HucHesl, the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Rosier]l, the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. STEWART],
and the Senator from Montana [Mr.
WHEELER] are necessarily absent from the
Senate.

Mr. McNARY. The Scnator from
Colorado [Mr. MiLLikeN] and the Sena-
tor from New Jersey [Mr. BARBOUR] are
unavoidably absent.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Eighty-four Senators have an-
swered to their names, A quorum is
present.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish
to anncunce that we hope to take up the
price-control measure at the conclusion
of the morning hour, and I serve notice
now that I shall object to any speeches
by any Senator during the morning hour
taking longer than 5 minutes. I ask the
Chair to enforce the rule.

STABILIZATION OF THE COST OF LIVING—
REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON BANK-
ING AND CURRENCY

Under authority of the order of the
17th instant,

Mr. BROWN, from the Committee on
Banking and Currency, to which was re-
ferred the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 161)
to aid in stabilizing the cost of living, re-
ported it on September 19, 1942, with
amendments and submitted a report (No.
1609) thereon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:

Cramm ofF J. C. MUNN AGAINST THE UNITED
STATES

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, his report and recommendation con-
cerning the claim of J. C. Munn against the
United States (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Claims.

REePorT OF FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORFPORATION

A letter from the Chairman of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the annual report of the
‘Corporation for the year ended December 31,
1941 (with an accompanylng report); to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

REPORT OF BOARD OF INVESTIGATION AND RE-
SEARCH (TRANSPORTATION ACT oF 1040)

A letter from the chairman and members
of the Board of Investigation and Research
under the Transportation Act of 1940, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report
of the Board for the year ended September
18, 1942 (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Interstate Commerce,
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PETITIONS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:
A telegram in the nature of a petition from
a group of citizens of Chelsea, N. Y,, praying
for prompt action on the President's Labor

Day proposals for pushing the war effort to |

the maximum on the home front and also
the speedy opening of a second front; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A letter in the nature of a petition from
several citizens of Punta Gorda, Fla., praying
for the prompt enactment of Senate bill 860,
to prohibit the sale of alcoholic liquor and to
suppress vice in the vicinity of military camps
and naval establishments; ordered to lle on
the table.

By Mr. CAPFER:

Petitions, numerously signed, of sundry
citizens of Harper and vicinity, in the State
of Eansas, praying for the enactment of Sen-
ate bill 860; ordered to lie on the table,

STABILIZATION OF THE COST OF LIVING—
TELEGRAMS FROM EANSAS ORGANI-
ZATIONS

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I have
received a telegram from Frances Han-
cock, St. Francis, Kans,, legislative chair-
man for the Kansas Department of the
American Legion Auxiliary, asking the
Congress to enact legislation which will
control all prices, in wartime, including
farm products and wages. I am in sym-
pathy with the stand taken by this or-
ganization. I ask unanimous consent
that the appeal made by this American
Legion Auxiliary be printed in the
RECORD.

I have also received a telegram from
Reese V. Hicks, executive secretary of the
International Baby Chick Association,
which states that “agriculture is at a dis-
tinct disadvantage in ability to compete
with industries at prevailing price lev-
els.” I ask unanimous consent that this
telegram also be printed in the REcogrb.
I also request that the telegrams may be
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to lie on the table and
to be printed ih the REcorp, as follows:

ToPEEA, KANS., September 15, 1942,
Hon. ArTHUR CAFPPER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

The Kansas Department of American Le-
glon Auxiliary requests legislation providing
control over all prices including farm prod-
ucts and wages. This is in accordance with
our Legion's universal service bill.

FraNcES HANCOCE,
Depariment Legislative Chairman,
8t. Franeis, Kans.

Kansas City, Mo., September 15, 1942,
Benator ARTHUR CAFPER,
Washington, D. C.:

Labor situation hatchery industry extremely
critical. Unless draft regulations relaxed,
poultry industry will fall short of Nation's
requirements eggs, poultry next season. Ag-
riculture at distinet disadvantage in ability
to compete with industries at prevailing price
levels, Increase in farmers’ income recent
years represents gross income, not net.
Labor’'s wage gain is net. This should be
considered in establishing ceilings and fioors.

Reese V. Hicks,
Ezzcutive Secretary, International
Baby Chick Association.
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

Mr., McCARRAN, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, to which was referred
the bill (8. 2572) to permit defendants
to waive prosecution by indictment, re-
ported it with an amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 1610) thereon.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. HATCH:

8. 2787 (by request). A bill to protect Na-
val Petroleum Reserve No. 1; to the Commit-
tee on Public Lands and Surveys.

By Mr. HILL:

S.2788. A bill to provide for universal serv-
ice and total mobilization during any war
in which the United States is now engaged;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

(Mr. HOLMAN introduced Senate bill 2789,
which was referred to the Committee on
Immigration, and appears under a separate
heading.)

By Mr, WALSH:

S.2790. A bill for the relief of Donald L.
Grunsky;

8.2791. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
the Navy to pay the costs of transportation
of certain civillan employees, and for other
purposes; and

S.2792. A bill to provide for the advance-
ment of Rear Admiral Emory 8. Land, Con-
struction Corps, United States Navy, retired,
to the rank of vice admiral; to the Commitiee
on Naval Affairs.

(Mr. MURRAY introduced Senate bill 2793,
which was referred to the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and appears under a separate
heading.)

By Mr. REYNOLDS:

5.2794. A bill to provide for adjusting
royalties for the use of inventions for the
benefit of the United States, and for other
P ses; to the Committee on Patents.

(Mr. HOLMAN introduced Senate Joint
Resolution 163, which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary, and appears
under a separate heading.)

. RESTRICTION OF IMMIGRATION

Mr. HOLMAN, Mr, President, I intro-
duce a bill to discontinue all quota immi-
gration and to restrict the admission of
nonimmigrant aliens, and I ask leave to
make a brief statement concerning it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Senator from Oregon
may proceed.

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. President, the
brave American boys we are now induct-
ing into the combat forces of our country
and sending to battlefields all over the
world will some day, we hope and pray,
return to their homes. They then will
be confronted with many serious prob-
lems very personal to themselves, prob-
lems as vital to each of them as the
present war problems are crifical to our
Government,

If we do not act now to prevent it, im-
migrants from the devastated countries
of Europe will swarm over our land and
devour its resources for making a living
and enjoying the American standards of
employment and life, as of old the locusts
did in the land of Egypt. Those whom
we now send fo battle for American ideals,
opportunities, and liberties will be con-
fronted upon their return with what, for
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them, will be a stripped country, void of
opportunity to them again to live normal,
prosperous, happy lives, unless we now
provide for their protection from such
unfortunate and difficult conditions. I
am convinced the Congress should now
do those things which will protect our
returning soldiers from the competition
of alien elements in our augmented pop-
ulation after the war.

Let us act now to protect our defend-
ers when they return to us. With all we
can possibly do now their lot will be most
difficult then. Let not the national ad-
ministration again be found to be “too
little, too late.”

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be appropriately referred and printed at
this point in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill
(8. 2789) to exclude certain aliens from
admission to the United States was read
twice by its title, referred to the Com-
mittee on Immigration, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That on and after the
date of enactment of this act no quota immi-
grant shall be admitted to the United States.

Sec. 2. No alien shall be admitted to the
United States as a nonimmigrant unless the
American consular officer to whom he applies
shall have received a guaranty of the return
of such alien to the place from which he is
admitted upon the conclusion of his tempo-
rary stay in the United States, which in no
event shall exceed 6 months.

Bec. 3. Nothing in this act shall be con-
strued to apply to accredited officials of
foreign governments, nor to their suites and
families.

DUAL CITIZENSHIP—PROPOSED CONSTI-
TUTIONAL AMENDMENT

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. President, I also
introduce a joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, and request permission to
make a very brief statement about it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the Senator
from Oregon may proceed.

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. President, “No
man can serve two masters”; nor can
any person be a perfectly loyal citizen
of two separate national governments at
the same time; yet our Federal Constitu-
tion does not now prevent persons from
enjoying all the rights and privileges of
American citizenship while at the same
time they owe and acknowledge alle-
giance to a foreign power—even to a for-
eign enemy power with which we are at
‘War.

The situation in which the Japanese
people now in this country find them-
selves is unfortunate for them and peril-
ous to us. Many of these Japanese are
native-born American citizens; yet na-
tional safety demands that they be evac-
uated from their homes and interned
elsewhere along with the alien Japanese.
In my opinion, this creates an anomalous
and intolerable condition.

The purpose of my resolution is to
remedy the fault in our basic law which
permits the existence and countenances
the continuance of dual citizenship.

For our own protection and in fairness
to all, let us make the necessary correc-
tion in our Constitution now. The situa-
tion may become even more complicated
later,
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I ask that my resolution be printed at
this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the joint res-
olution (S. J. Res. 163) proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States prohibiting dual citizen-
ship was read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Resolved, ete. (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein), That the following arti-
cle is hereby proposed as an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, which
shall be valid to all intents and purposes as

. part of the Constitution when ratified by
the legislatures of three-fourths of the sev-
eral States:

“ARTICLE —

“SectioN 1. Persons who under the laws of
any foreign nation are deemed to be citizens
or subjects of such foreign nation shall not
beccme citizens of the United States, whether
born in the United States or not, except to
the extent and subject to such terms and
conditions as the Congress may prescribe.

“Sec. 2. This article shall be inoperative
unless it shall have been ratified as an
amendment to the Constitution by the leg-
islatures of three-fourths of the several States
within 7 years from the date of its submis-
sion to the States by the Congress.”

PURCHASE OF AUTOMOEILES BY CERTAIN
GOVERNMENTAL OFFICIALS

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a bill for appropriate reference.
The bill is uesigned to make it possible
for the War Department and the Navy
Department to purchase automobiles
from dealers. Since the stoppage of pro-
duction of automobiles, and the ration-
ing of cars, the Army and Navy are no
longer able to purchase automobiles
from the manufacturers, and, because of
certain limitations in the law regarding
the prices of cars, it is necessary now that
legislation should be enacted in order to
make it possible for the Army and Navy
to obtain cars from the dealers.

The bill (8. 2793) to authorize the Sec-
retary of War, the Secretary of the Navy,
the Commissioners of the District of Co-
lumbia, and the Director of Procurement
to acquire motor-propelled passenger-
carrying vehicles necessary for the suc-
cessful prosecution of the present war
was read twice by its title and referred
to the Commitiee on Appropriations.

STABILIZATION OF THE COST OF
LIVING—AMENDMENTS

Mr. BALL, Mr, HATCH, Mr. LANGER,
Mr. McEELLAR, Mr. NORRIS, and Mr.
THOMAS of Oklahoma each submitted
an amendment and Mr. TUNNELL sub-
mitted two amendments intended to be
proposed by them, respectively, to the
Jjoint resolution (S. J. Res. 161) to aid in
stabilizing the cost of living, which were
severally ordered to lie on the table and
to be printed.

AMENDMENT TO THE REVENUE BILL—
CREDIT AGAINST UNEMPLOYMENT
TAXES

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, at this
time I submit an amendment intended
to be proposed by me to House bill 7378,
the pending revenue revision measure,
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and also a short statement which I ask
to have printed in the REcorp in connec-
tion with the amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The proposed amendment sub-
mitted by the Senator from Wisconsin
will be printed and referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance; and, without objec-
tion, the Senator’s statement will be
printed in the RECoRD.

The statement presented by Mr.
WiLEY is as follows:

The situation involved in this amendment
is not unique with my particular constituents.
I shall briefly cite the circumstances in-
volved in this particular case merely as an
example of numerous similar situations
which would be covered by the provisions of
this measure.

My constituents operate a clinic at Marsh-
field, Wis. They believed they were not liable
for contributions to the unemployment fund
of the State of Wisconsin with respect to
certain employees.

Consequently, they paid no contributicns
to the State with respect to their wages and
pald the Federal unemployment tax wupon
their wages without the benefit of the credit
allowable for contributions to the State.

Since then, the clinic has become subject
to the State unemployment compensation
law with respect to the wages of such em-
ployees and is required to pay additional con-
tributions for past years. The clinie has
found that the contributions are not eligible
for credit against the Federal tax for past
years, since they were not paid within the
time limit prescribed by law for the benefit
of such credit. In other words, there was a
definite time limit set by section 701 of the
Revenue Act of 1941.

It is obvious, of course, that this is double
taxation.

Under title IX of the Social Sscurity Act
and the regulations issued pursuant there-
to, a taxpayer was permitted to take credit
against the tax imposed by such title for
contributions paid by him into the State
unemployment fund before the due date
of his return under such title for the taxable
year.

The Federal Uremployment Tax Act pro-
vides for the allowance of credit against the
tax thereunder for 1938 and subsequent years
for contributions paid into State unemploy-
ment funds on or before the due date of the
Federal return, and also for contributions
paid after such due date but before July 1
next following, subject to the limitation that
credit for contributions paid after the due
date shall not exceed 80 percent of the
amount that would have been allowable as
credit had they been paid on or before the
due date. The total credits allowable to any
taxpayer may not exceed 90 percent of the
Federal tax,

The Congress has on several cccasions ex-
tended the time within which contributions
to SBtate unemployment funds could be paid
and be eligible for credit against the Fed-
eral tax, The most recent of such extenslons
is contained in section 701 of the Revenue
Act of 1941 which provides for the allowance
of credit against the Federal tax for the
years 1936 to 1940 inclusive, based upon con-
tributions pald into State unemployment
funds prior to November 19, 1941, the six-
tieth day after the date of enactment of such
act.

In other words, since this clinic, and its
case is not unique, failed to claim credit to-
ward the Federal tax before the allotted time,
it cannot now do so and wishes an extension
of time to enable them to get this credit.
I wish to emphasize that it is merely a tech=-
nical limitation which prevents them from
claiming credit toward the Federal tax and
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that as a matter of equity they are entitled
to this credit.

My amendment merely provides for an ex-
tension of time of 60 days after the signing
of the 1942 revenue revisions in connection
with the credit against Federal unemploy-
ment taxes provision.

EMPLOYMENT ON OREGON DAIRY FARMS

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that there may be

1 read from the desk the letter I have re-

ceived from Mr. Walter A. Duffy, regional
director of the Farm Security Adminis-
tration at Portland, Oreg.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the letter will
be read as requested.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FARM SECURITY ADMINISTRATION,
Portland, Oreg., September 14, 1942,
Senator Rurus C. HOLMAN,
712 Oregon Building, Portland, Oreg.

My Dear SenaTor: I regret to inform you
that our efforts to obtain a family who wizshea
to work on your dairy farm have so far proved
fruitless.

The employment opportunities in the en-
tire Willamette Valley area are such that
many families are leaving their farms to work
for wages. It is neot difficult for common
laborers to obtain from #$150 to $300 per
month in the war industries of this area.

Our supervisor at Oregon City has made a
very diligent search including contacts with
the county agricultural agent. He has can-

vassed the rural rehabilitation borrowers of °

the area. I am afraid there is not much
more we can do to be of assistance on this
problem.
Sincerely yours,
WALTER A. DUFFY,
Regional Director.
NUMEER OF SOUTH CAROLINIANS IN THE
ARMED FORCES—LETTER FROM STATE
DIRECTOR HOLMES B. SPFRINGS

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorp a letter received by me from
Holmes B. Springs, State Director of Se-
lective Service of South Carolina. The
letter shows that there are now 56,248
South Carolinians in the armed services
of our country. It further shows that
the vast majority of that number vol-
unteered, and were not drafted.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

STATE OF SouTH CAROLINA,
HEADQUARTERS OF SELECTIVE SERVICE,
Columbia, 8. C., September 16, 1942,
The Honorable BURNET R. MAYBANK,
United States Senate.

Dear BEnATOR MAYBANK: In compliance
with your letter of September 14, I wish to
advise that South Carolina has 56,948 men
in the armed forces, as of September 1, 1942,
as listed below:

Army 46, 521
Navy (including merchant marine)_.. 8,424
Marine Corps. 1, 649
Const iGUAEd .- .o tcct s neens 354

Total .- 56,948

It is impossible to give you the definite
number in the merchant marine, as these
are included with the number shown in the
Navy.

With reference to the number of whites
and the number of Negroes in the service,
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‘we can only give you the number that have
entered the service through induction, which
is as follows:

Number of whites inducted
Number of Negroes inducted

28, 340

Total
Trusting that this is the information de-
sired, with kind regards, I am,
Sincerely yours,
HorLmes B. Sprinvcs,
State Director.

EFFECT OF RISING COST OF LIVING ON
POSTAL EMPLOYEES

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, we are so
busy talking about the spirals of potential
inflation that sometimes we neglect the
lot of those who are having a desperately
hard time to sustain themselves at their
present salaries. I refer particularly to
certain groups of post-office employees,
and, in their behalf, wish to have,
through unanimous consent of the Sen-
ate, the introduction of two editorials on
this subject.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp an
editorial which appeared in the Morning
Call of Allentown, Pa., September 9, 1942,
and a second editorial which ran in the
Evening Chronicle, of Allentown, of re-
cent date.

I request that the editorials be re-
ferred to the Committee on Post Offices
and Post Roads.

There being no objection, the editorials
were referred to the Commitiee on Post
Offices and Post Roads, and ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

[From the Allentown (Pa.) Morning Call of
September 9, 1942]
MILLIONS SUFFER THROUGH INFLATION

If President Roosevelt had thought to pick
examples of employee-groups which already
have been most seriously affected by the ris-
ing cost of living and will be more and more
affected as cost of living rises, he would have
had to go no further than groups of Govern-
ment employees and he might well have
singled out that best known and highly
faithful group—the employecs of the postal
department.

Because everybedy has dealings with mem-
bers of this group the workings and effects
of a rising cost of living can be made just a
bit more personal, although just about every-
body knows for himeelf how unjust it is to
himself and to his own family if prices are
rising generally and wages and salaries are
not. Everybody who went through the World
War and the almost uncontrolled inflation-
ary period that followed it knows how disas-
trous it was to the economic life of all but
a very few of the people. It was the great
masses that suffered, just as it is the great
masses which again are suffering.

The postal employees furnish one of the
best and at the same time one of the easiest
examples to set forth. For 17 years the regu-
lar postal employees have not had an increase
in wages and they have received no bonuscs
or other form of remuneration. Yet we know
from the President’s figures that the cost of
living has increased 15 percent since January
1941 and there was an upward movement
before that time.

It has not been indicated at any time by
the regular postal employees, or their sub-
stitutes, that there was complaint; that there
would be protests or some other form of
demonstration. This same group suffered
severely during the World War and there-
after and it would seem was preparing to
suffer again without complaint,

The situation can be sald to be even worse
for the substitutes than it is for the regulars.
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While the regulars, like hundreds of thou-
sands of other Government employees upon
fixed salaries, see decrease in the purchasing
power of their dollars, they are at least as-
sured a fixed number of dollars in the course
of any given period. But the substitutes
have not even such guaranty. Despite the
fact that they must learn their business
thoroughly so that they can take the place
of experienced hands almost anywhere at a
moment’s notice, they are paid only for time
actually given to work. They may work as
little as 2 hours a day, or none at all. They
may work as many as 16 hours in a day and
earn 65 cents per hour, a very rare cccurrence.
For all this they are subject to call at all
hours.

They have no holidays off and rarely any
Bundays. They must work a full year, calcu-
lated on the actual number of hours emn-
ployed, which may occur in a calendar or
fiscal year or longer, as it sometimes does
in larger cities, before they become eligible
for vacations or sick leave. As Columnist
Damon Runyon recently put it: “They either
starve from lack of work or become physical
wrecks from teo much of it.”

More demoralizing than this is the fact
that there is the impression among post-
office employees that no additional regulars
will be made for the duration of the war,
because of an order from Washington freez-
ing the list of regulars.

The vast majority of postal workers enter
the service as substitutes and as such they
work an indefinite period of time until va-
cancies in the regular force occur and their
names are reached on the list for appoint-
ment.

But the freezing order has practically
blighted their hopes. Their only ray of light
for a brighter future lies in the bill recently
introduced by Congressman THomas E.
Bcanrow, of Pittsburgh, which provides that
all regular vacancies shall be filed by the
promotion of substitutes.

These postal employees do not present an
extreme example. There may be other groups
which are as badly or worse off. Hundreds of
thousands of people will be able to supply ex-
amples out of their own experience to parallel
the postmen’s situation.

It is to prevent further harm to all these
groups and to all individuals similarly affected
that the President has threatened to take
things in his own hands as to the rising cost
of living if Congress continues to take those
steps which he asked be taken more than 4
months ago.

[From the Allentown (Pa.) Evening Chron-
icle of September 15, 1942]

Of all the legislation to come out of Wash-
ington in recent years on the subject of wages
and hours little has developed to ald at least
one group of Uncle Sam's own employees, the
postal clerks. It hardly seems conceivable
that the liberal government now in com-
mand of the Washington scene should con-
tinue to operate its own postal system, the
very backbone of communications in this
country, at wage scales below levels Uncle
Bam insists must be paid in private industry.

With particular reference to the substitute
postal clerk, the fellow who gets out at odd
hours depending upon the mail load, much
can be said in favor of better conditions.
This fellow is paid 65 cents an hour when he
works, which is frequently quite irregular,
He gets nothing over this scale for above 40
hours, or for work on Sundays or holidays.
By this scale a man must put in well over
40 hours to bring in sufficient revenue to
maintain his family.

The local Federation of Post Office Clerks
has gone on record approving a bill before

ess whereby regular appointments from
the substitute list would be made to fill all
vacancies, and where an appointment is made
to fill the place of a regular clerk inducted
into service the appointment would stand
until the inducted man returns,
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The substitute postal worker, not unlike
substitute workers in other fields, may go
along years in the hope of an appolntmert
to the regular staff. During this period,
however, he is entitled to more considerate
treatment.

REGULATION OF FARM PRICES AND
WAGES

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I ask to
have printed in the REcorp a statement
from the heads of three national farm
organizations—Albert 8. Goss, master of
the National Grange; Edward A. O'Neal,
president, American Farm Bureau Fed-
eration; H. E. Babcock, president, Na-
tional Council of Farmer Cooperatives—
with regard to the proposed legislation
on regulation of farm prices and wages.

Today the Nation is calling for more
and more food and fiber production.
Farmers are responding to that call, and
during the present year are producing
the largest yields of food and fiber in
our history. But next year the needs
of the Nation and of our Allies will be
even greater, What the Congress this
week does in regard to farm prices and
wages will have a very important bearing
on whether the farm-production goals of
1943 can be met.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Kansas?

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

SepTEMBER 18, 1942,
The PRESIDENT,

The White House.

DeAr PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT: We, the heads
of the undersigned farm organizations, whose
members produce most of the food and fiber
raised in this country, feel it is our duty to
inform you that there is grave danger of a
shortage of food and fiber next year unless
the ceilings of farm prices are so adjusted
as to enable farmers to meet essential pro-
duction costs. The establishment of any
ceiling on farm products which omits farm
labor as an item of cost will fail of its
purpose. The responsibility for the future
food and fiber supply of the Nation must
rest squarely on the shoulders of those who
deny consumers of food and fiber this pro-
tection.

It is our duty to point out to you that the
best protection against inflation is abundant
production. Already the production of food
and fiber in this country has passed its peak.
Unless farmers can pay adequate farm wages,
production of these essentials will continue
to decline. The demand on farm labor by
the military services and the attractive wages
and shorter hours of labor which are already
prevailing in industry are resulting in farm
laborers, farm boys and girls, and even farm
operators leaving our farms in ever-increasing
numbers.

Respectfully submitted.

ArLsERT 8, GOss,
Master, The National Grange.
Epw. A. O'NEAL,
President, American Farm
Bureau Federation.
H. E. BABCOCK,
President, National Council of
Farmer Cooperatives.

FARM FRICE STABILIZATION

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the Recorp a staiement on
farm price stabilization by M. W. Thatch-
er, legislative chairman of the National
Farmers Union, delivered on September
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17, 1942, before the Senate and House
Committees on Banking and Currency.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be prinfed in the
Recorp, as follows:

The National Farmers Union stands with
labor in full support of the President on the
three great issues now under consideration
by the Congress:

1. The immediate stabilization of farm
prices, wages and salaries, and profits to busi-
ness, with parity of sacrifice placed on every
group in the Nation.

2. The immediate inclusion in the tax bill
of the President’s specific requests to Con-
gress in his April 27 and September T mes-
sages., If the full seven-point program to
stop inflation is not to falter and fail, taxes
must be placed on those able to pay. Stalling
and shifting the burden must stop.

3. The assignment of drastic wartime
powers to the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment, so that this Nation may proceed to
maximum production in agriculture as well
as other businesses. Every businessman knows
and every thoughtful person knows that re-
sponsibility and authority go together, Until
we give the President authority to match his
responsibility for winning the war we will
keep on losing it.

The marines on the Solomon Islands are
not debating the fine points of parity. Farm-
ers are entitled to parity and no more. The
position taken by the President has been our
position for fully a year. We asked the Con-
gress then and repeatedly since to give us sta-
bilization at equitable levels “clear across the
board” of =all commodity prices, service
charges, profits, interest, rent, wages, and
salaries. The history already written in every
country at war showed more than a year ago
that such controls were necessary and inevi-
table.

We stoed and stand for full parity for agri-
culture and no more. Let others try to ex-
plain any formula which asks for more at
this time. We have no explaining to do.

Frominent farm leaders who no longer ago
than July were fighting the release of Gov-
ernment-owned grain for feeding and loans
to more small farmers, using the argument
that we already had ample production, now
raise the threat of lowered farm production
in attempting to secure further benefits for

themselves. The hollering for 10, 20, 30 per-.

cent more than parity is the volce of the 10
percent of farmers operating big commercial
farms who harvest more than 50 percent of
the total agricultural income.

The Nation is moving to a manpower crisis
without adequate plans and machinery to
meet it. Neither in industry nor agriculture
can the manpower problem be met primarily
by the payment of higher wages. This will
soon be apparent, The Executive should
have power to allocate the supply of farm
labor and supplement wages where necessary.
That is the answer to farm leaders crying
labor shortage.

Whatever the merit of arguments for re-
vising the parity formula, we believe it would
be breaking faith with the Nation to do so
at this moment. Moreover, no set of prices,
however devised, will be sufficient to meet
our production needs. For the duration we
must move out of an economy controlled by
prices into a war-managed economy in which
the use of manpower and materials and
regources is the test. Higher prices cannot
direct limited supplies to their most efficient
use,
Price relationships artificially established
by our farm programs cannot be allowed to
stand in the way of quick action to use our
land and manpower resources fully for their
most efficient and necessary ylelds, Only
production incentive programs with stabi-
lized markets and minimum price protection
can insure maximum production of all major

»
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farm commodities. All major crops must he
placed on the same footing as the so-called
basic commodities—corn, cotton, wheat, to-
bacco, peanuts, and rice. We must use our
land resources for the crops to which they
are best adapted and thus avoid using such
land resources blindly for “basic” crops in
order to cash in on Government subsidy pay-
ments. This is necessary to get total pro-
duction from our farmers.

We have repeatedly asked Congress and the
Szcretary of Agriculture for such action.
Now the President has requested it. In the
immediate future Congress should author-
ize the Becretary of Agriculture and the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to enlist all major
crops, counting them into the list of crops
with minimum price floors.

The tragic truth is that agricultural pro-
duction has not yet been turned loose. We
have a reservoir of more than one million
farm families wbo want to produce more but
are still throttled by either restrictive acre-
age allotments or the lack of adequate Goy-
ernment credit. These family-type farmers
have the labor power. They must be brought
into full war production by an enlarged
farm security loan program, by revising acre-
age controls, and, if necessary, by shifting
such farmers to better farms than they are
now on. Agriculture can produce much
more.

We have hundreds of thousands of wheat
farmers with millions of acres of land who
want to go into increased production but
cannot because of arbitrary Federal restric-
tions on the handling of their land and the
marketing of their products.

The Secretary of Agriculture would like to
meet this problem and knows how. With
parity prices and the war measures we have
proposed, the lower two-thirds of farmers
will have the opportunity to increase their
production and their net income. The Nation
need not be dependent upon the big com-
mercial farmers who after years of milking
the Treasury, farming the farmers, and sweat-
ing their farm labor now seem unable to
take part in an all-out effort which might
Jeopardize their profits.

War conditions require concentrated au-
thority to change many production practices.
We shall have to abandon production of less
useful products. We shall have to abandon
less useful land, shifting farmers and farm
labor to lands, crops, and methods that will
produce our total requirements. We shall
have to concentrate or break up farm units
to fit the productive possibilities of these
farm families. We shall have to require the
cooperative use of farm machinery and family
manpower, Before we win this war, farmers
will be neighbors cooperating as they have
never done before.

It costs the unbearable amount of 48 cents
of the consumer’s food dollar to move our
products to his table, leaving the farmer only
52 cents out of each dollar. The President
and the Secretary of Agriculture must have
war authority to move in on this wasteful
take. It is as costly and as vicious in its op-
erations as the treasonable selfishness shown
by big business in the mishandling of our
rubber supply. The public must know this.
An alert war Congress would maintain con-
stant investigations to ferret out these bhot-

tlenecks and police all production and dis-

tribution, including farm products,

To place agriculture on an all-out war basis
and to act vigorously to increase our farm
production, Congress must give the green light
to the Secretary of Agriculture with full power
and authority to make rapid and proper use
of every acre of land, every farm machine,
every cooperative farm family, every neces-
sary dollar of credit, together with control of
storage and processing facilities for farm prod-
ucts.

Stabilization of farm prices at parity is only
the beginning of wisdom, Let's do that

SEPTEMBER 21

quickly and then put ourselves on a total war
basis, ‘The sooner we start, the sconer we win.

PRICE FIXING

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
body of the Recorp a letter to me from
R. A, Trovatten, Commissioner of Agri-
culture and Food for the State of Minne-
sota, and president of the National Asso-
ciation of Commissioners, Secretaries,
and Directors of Agriculture.

There being no objection, the letter was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

SEPTEMBER 14, 1842,
Hon. WiLLiaM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenATOR: Regarding price-fixing. In
the interest of not only the American farmer,
but our country and the national defense
and war program, may I bring the following
to your attention:

1. The so-called parity prices are not only a
misnomer, but in no way represent equitable
parity to the farmer. On the other hand,
they do him a great Injustice. This is be-
cause this so-called parity is based on an
old formula of calculation that is both un-
just and discriminating to the American
farmer.

2, Present prices for commodities, which
are the same as wages to the farmer, rep-
resent on the average less than 20 cents per
hour for his toil and work as compared to
60 cents to $1.00 or more an hour for the
industrial worker. p

3. Even if our farmers recelved 110 per-
cent of the so-called parity prices it would
represent on an average less than 25 cents
per hour for their work and below actual
cost of production. .

4. It should be especlally borne in mind
that the advance in commodity prices since
1939 was from the ruinous low level of only
52 percent of the so-called parity.

5. Compared to the 1909-1914 price levels,
commodity prices on the average are up less
than 51 percent compared to an advance
of 197 percent in the wages of the industrial
workers, In other words, wages of the in-
dustrial worker have advanced four times
compared to the advance in price of com-
modities.

6. If farm prices are to be fixed at present
levels, it would be necessary to reduce the
wages of the industrial workers by 50 percent
to place the farmer on an equitable parity.
We are not advocating such a reduction in
the wages of industrial workers, but in simple
Justice agricultural prices should be permitted
to rise to an equitable parity compared to
labor,

7. The cost of the raw materials on the
average represent less than 12 percent of
the cost of the manufactured goods to the
consumer. Therefore, if agricultural prices
advanced 10 percent above the so-called parity
it should mean on an average less than 1
percent advance in the cost of manufactured
goods to the consumer; or, if commodities
advanced 50 percent, it should mean less
than 6 percent advance in the cost of manu-
factured goods to the consumer.

8. Full and adequate agricultural produc-
tion is vital to our national welfare and
economy and the defense and war program.
Present prices for agricultural production cn
the average are below the cost of production
because of high cost to the farmers. It is,
therefore, evident to be economically possible
for our farmers to produce adequately that
they receive equitable parity prices or cost of
production.

9. It is impossible to have runaway infla-
tion as long as we have adequate agricul-
tural production because scarcity of produc-
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tion is the fundamental cause of such infla-
tion. Therefore, the danger of any runaway
infiation does not lie in a reasonable advance
in the price of commodities, but quite the
contrary. The best Insurance against a run-
away inflation is to permit an equitable rise
in commedity prices that will enable gur
farmers to produce adequately for the needs
of the Nation.

10 The big financial bondholding group,
for selfish reasons, has always opposed equi-
table parity prices for the producers., At this
most critical time in our history, if their
short-sighted and selfish views prevail, it
will lead to scarcity and runaway inflation
that may ruin them and our country.

11. It has teen proved time and aga'n that
there is no more patriotic group than the
American farmer who s feeding and clothing
our Nation. The American farmer has not
gone on strikes and failed to produce for our
country. Yet. if he is not permitted equi-
table parity prices, you will make adequsate
agricultural production impossible.

12. We know ycu will agree that it is not
only simple justice to the farmer, but es-
sential to our Nation and the defense and war
programs, that the farmer should recelve
equitable parity prices that will enable him
to produce adequately for our national wel-
fare and protection. Therefore, if Congress
deams it advisable to fix prices on the Ameri-
can farmer, we know you will agree that it
should be based on a new and honest equi-
table calculation that will do our Iarmers
justice.

1 would appreciate very much having your
views on this matter which is not only im-
portant to the farmer, but more so to cur
Nation.

Sincerely yours,
R. A. TROVATTEN,
Commissioner of Agriculture and
Deairy and Food for the State of
Minnesota, and President of the
National Association of Com-
missioners, Secretaries and Di-
rectors of Agriculture.

PRICES OF FARM COMMODITIES

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
full in the body of the Recorp a letter
to me from Rev. V. F. Mikolasek, of
Lankin, N. Dak,, relating to farm prices.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordeted to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

8t. JosErH's CHURCH,
Lankin, N. Dak., September 17, 1942.
The Honorable WILLIAM LANGER,
United States Senator, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mn. Lancer: I hear over the radio how
they try to cut the prices of the grain in
Congress. .

I will give you few little data so that you
may present them to those learned men for
little discussion. They claim that the prices
.poor farmer is getting are high. O. K. com-
pare them with the prices he has to pay for
labor: Shecking grain, 50 cents per hour.

I wish you could see the unshocked fields,
in many places sprouting.

That will be some reward for the farmer,
don’t you think?

Threshing: $16 to $18 per hour, with but
five teams. In my own case my threshing
bill will be about $150 on one quarter. That
will be some profit on the farm!

And che best thing: You cannot get any
labor for shocking, neither for threshing.
They go to the factories—certain hours to
work, Ligh wages. When farmer has to work
from dawn to dark hours late in the evening.

The farmer does not ask any special privi-
leges—only justice, fair remuneration for his
work, and fair return on his investment.

Please call attention of those gentlemen to
this: There will be many farms not culti-
vated next year.
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Who can pay such wages, taxes, and get low
prices for grain?

In my case, I had to pay 81.25 for plowing
per acre; seeding, 756 cents; harvesting, 75
cents; twine; threshing, $18 per hour; shock-
ing, 50 cents per hour. How much will be
left for me to pay taxes, get interest on the
money I had to borrow to pay for land?

What farmer needs is to regulate the price
of grain and include the high price for labor,
not only hired but his own, because children
are leaving farms fcr factorles,

Please try to help the farmers of your State.

Sincerely yours,
Rev. V. F. MIKOLASEX.

WILLIAM M. JEFFERS

Mr. BUTLER. Mr, President, a few
days ago the President appointed Wil-
liam M, Jeffers, a resident of Nebraska
and one of our leading citizens, as Rub-
ber Administrator. Many Members of
the Senate know William Jeffers; others
do not. In order that all may be ap-
prised of what we in Nobraska, and others
who know William Jeffers, think of him,
I should like to have printed immediately
following my remarks an editorial re-
garding Mr. Jeffers which appeared in
the Omaha World-Herald under date of
September 17.

Mr, Jeffers has worked for but one con-
cern since he began working—namely, the
Union Pacific Railroad, of which he is
now president, and in which he has been
a directing influence for many years. He
was born of Irish parentage in North
Platte, Nebr., and has lived his life in
our State. I wish to commend the ad-
ministration for the appointment of a
man such as Mr. Jeffers to this position.
I ask to have the editorial printed in the
REcorbD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
|From the Omaha Morning World-Herald of

September 17, 1842)
THE RUBBER CZAR

Those who work |n a certain quarter of
Washington during the next few weeks will
have a memorable experience. They will ses
a hitherto irresistible force meet a hitherio
immovable object.

The firresistible force, of course, is Oma-
ha's and Union Pacific's Willlam M. Jeffers,
and the Immovable object is Washington's
rubber mess, which he has been commissioned
to handle.

It is too early to predict the outcome of the
conflict, but it is not too early to note that
these are antagonists worthy of each other.
The rubber situation has gathered mass and
stickiness for 9 months past. Congressmen
have looked it over, and walked away whis-
tling softly. Experienced bureaucrats have
sniffed it—and then tried to appear busy
when the President looked their way. Only
the Baruch committee has tried to deal with
it realistically, and the burden of its report
was that somebody ought to be appointed to
handle the thing.

Bill Jeffers is known as one of the driving-
est men In the ranks of American business.

As he settles down into his new office he will.

not need to keep muttering to himself, *I
must get tough- * * * Imustget tough.”
Bill Jeffers 1s tough. He can be as sentimen-
tal as the next one when talking with kids,
or about people who eat in the kitchen, but
give him a job that must be done and he will
be a tornado of purposeful fury until it is
finished. If anybody's tender sensibilities
happen to be wounded in the process, that is
too bad—but the tornado roars on.
Washington isn’t accustomed to that way
of operating. The cautious official there treads
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softly, lest he arouse Congress, and most
carefully, lest he inadvertently step onto the
preserves of some such bureaucrat as Leon
Henderson, Jesse Jones, or Screaming Harold
Ickes. All these fears and taboos make life so
difficult that the average official becomes prac-
tically motionless.

We are reasonably sure Rubber Administra-
tor Jeffers won't be motionless, The system
meay beat him—as to that, time will tell—
but it will know it has been In a tussle, He
will bring to this job the push, drive, vitality,
and personality that have helped make his
railroad one of America’s best.

To the masses of victory-hungry Americans
the Jeffers appointment will be tremendously
encouraging news. For it Is evidence that
Presjdent Roosevelt and Donald M. Nelson are
in earnest in their determination to get this
war job done as quickly as possible. It is a
strong hint that they are thinking, not in
terms of politics, but only in terins of results.

If 80, more power to them.

INDUCTION OF MARRIED MEN

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, on
August 31, I inserted in the CoNcres-
SIONAL RECORD, at page 6997, a letter
which I had written to Brig. Gen. Lewis
B. Hershey, Director, Selective Service

- System, in which I referred to confu-

sion existing under the Selective Service
procedure. In that letter I made certain
suggestions which I felt would help cor-
rect the confusion which I believe exists
and which would afford a proper protec-
tion to married men with families now
subject to call under the Sslectiv- Serv-
ice Act.

On September 5, General Hershey re-
plied to my letter. I now ask unanimous
consent that his reply be printed as a
part of my remarks, and I ask further
consent that I may have printed in the
Recorp at this point a letter which I ad-
dressed to General Hershey on Septem-
ber 19.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

NaTIONAL HEADQUARTERS,
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM,
Washington, D. C., September 5, 1842,
The Honorable Frawcis MALOMEY,
United States Senate.
Bubject: Request for clarification of Selec-
tive Service policies with regard to the ecall-
ing of married men with dependents

Dear Senator MaLoNey: Please let me
thank you for your letter of August 27 which,
in my opinion, presents a most intelligent
approach to the question of military service
for married men and gives evidence of an
understanding of the problem considerably
beyond the usual concept.

It is gratifying to note that, first of all,
you base your cbservations on the provision
that military considerations come first. The
procurement of men for the Nation's armed
forces is, without question, the primary ob-
Ject of the Selective Training and Service
Act, and such procurement has been the
paramount purpose of the Selective Service
System in administering the act. | g

Uncertainty is bound to exist as to when
and how the services of married men should
be utilized. That is only one of many un-
certainties in war. Unfortunately, we do not
know how and when the enemy may strike
next. We do not know where or how many
soldiers may be required to meet the next on-
slaught. Requirements of the Army for man-
power have skyrocketed in recent months,
precipitating calls through Belective Service
for unprecedented numbers of men. At~
tempts to forecast the future are practically
impossible.
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I think you are quite right in stating that,
despite worries and responsibilities, the great
bulk of our American citizens is imbued with
a degree of patriotism and the desire to de-
fend the Nation that surmounts personal
sacrifice. It is becoming increasingly evi-
dent, however, that such sacrifices may be
necessary and on a wide scale. I believe you
will agree with me that, from all present in-
dications, this conflict will reach far deeper
into our American life than any such pre-
vious experience. For that reason, if for no
other, it is desirable that this invasion of the
family and civilian status be made in as or-
derly a manner as possible.

QGenerally, I am in agreement with the first
two basic considerations mentioned in your
letter. Avoidance of the use of married men
in armed conflict is a principle on which the-
oretical agreement is probable on every side;
the practical application of the question,
however, is governed by the needs of our
armed forces. Your fourth consideration is
one which, likewise, is greatly to be desired
in theory, but which is apt to break down in
practical application.

Closely allied with the premise that age
and degree of financial dependency should
govern calls of married men is your sug-
gested regulation No. 1. The question of
calls by age groups is, of course, a matter
wholly for the determination of the Army.
From a military standpoint, the Army does
not regard it as wise to exhaust first those
groups which are youngest and most able-
bodied, leaving a residue of older and infe-
rior men who might be required to bear the
brunt of the heaviest and determining battles
of the war. There are certain other dangers
inherent in the age-group plan. Young mar-
ried couples are less stable than older couples,
Disruption of marriages only a few years old
is therefore more likely than of those ce-
mented by time. There is also the threat to
posterity, If the 20- to 30-year group, for
example, were sent solidly into the front line
and suffered heavy casualties, incalculable
effects on the descendants of that generation
would result.

Your No. 2 suggestion is that announce-
ment be made well in advance of calls by
age and numbers of dependents.
From the morale standpoint, there is some
confliet of opinion as to whether notification
of a call considerably in advance would be less
disturbing than permitting men to carry on
their regular civilian activities until nearer
the time they make the change to a military
status. From the practical standpoint, it is
impossible to set definite call dates for any
considerable time in advance, The War De-
partment itself can estimate its requirements
for only a brief period ahead. At present,
Belective Service has but 60 days' notice of
calls, Should announcement of call dates be
made and the War Department found it nec-
essary to step up the actual call, both the
Army and the Selective Service System would
be subject to criticism. It seems to me that
such a situation might easily create a lack of
faith in the Government,

The suggested No. 3 regulation coincides
closely with the third basic consideration
mentioned in your letter, and is, as a matter
of practical application, a question wholly
determined by the Army, and based largely
on the exigencies of war.

While your fourth suggested regulation is
again a matter which is determined by the
War Department and therefore outside the
Jurisdiction of Selective Service, it is my own
conviction that such variations would work
a severe hardship on men less favorably en-
dowed with health and physical fitness. In
the majority of military assignments rigor-
ous health and physical condition is requisite
to the proper performance of such military
duties. To accept a man on lowered stand-
ards and expect him to perform full routine
‘duties would be manifestly unjust. It seems
to me that any variation in standards be-
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cause of age necessarily should be accom-
panied by variations in duties for the same
reasons. You can readily realize that such
procedure would lead to confusion and
inefficiency.

I am wholly in agreement with your ex-
pression that a minimum of uncertainty
should surround married men, and I want
to take this opportunity of assuring you
that the Belective Service System is keenly
aware of its obligation to the citizenry as
well as its function as a military procure-
ment agency. We have taken a number of
effective steps to reduce any such uncer-
tainty to a minimum. Formerly when re-
guirements were not heavy and our pool of
manpower was large, it was necessary to clas-
sify only a sufficlent number of men to fill
military requisitions as received. The situ-
ation is now drastically changed. With
mounting demands for men, I have directed
local boards to complete classification of all
registrants immediately, so as to enumerate
our total military potential. Further, in the
spirit and intent of congressional action,
State directors have been ordered to appor-
tion calls on local boards in accordance with
an orderly progression of selection by de-
pendency groups. Between the date of pas-
sage of the Servicemen’s Dependents Allow-
ance Act of 1942 and the present, a period
of transition was necessary from the former
governing policy to the present procedure.
I have every evidence that this transition is
nearing its close and that future calls and
inductions will be made substantially on the
basis contemplated by the Congress.

The careful consideration of men like
yourself in determining the practical appli-
cation of congressional intent is appreciated
by those of us charged with the adminis-
tration of the Selective Service System. I
hope this discussion of the points set forth
in your letter will prove helpful in viewing
the entire subject from a broad standpoint.
Please let me assure you again that the op-
portunity for such discussion is always wel-
comed by this headguarters,

Sincerely yours,
LeEwis B. HErRsHEY,
Director.

BEPTEMBER 19, 1942,
Brig. Gen. Lewis B. HeErsHEY,
Director, Selective Service System,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear GENERAL HERsHEY: I thank you
for the consideration you have given to my
letter of August 27, as set forth in your reply
of September 5.

I am glad to note your agreement with the
principle that age and degree of financial
dependency should govern the calls of family
men to service, and that, whatever may be
the additional requirements for the armed
forces, it is desirable that calls upon family
men be made in as orderly a manner as
possible. It remains my conviction, how-
ever, that immediate steps are necessary to
carry these principles more definitely into
the actual regulations governing selective
service. I realize that practical difficulties
must be faced and that the application cf
any procedure to concrete situations involves
compromises of conflicting consideration of
policy. I am also conscious of the rapidly
evolving requirements of our military forces.
I suggest that these changes in themselves
indicate that a comprehensive reconsidera-
tion of the basis and method for calling
family men into the armed forces is im-

-medlately necessary and that, if rational and

sensible revision is not feasible by way of
regulation, the basic statute should be
changed.

The very fact that the Army may be con-
sldering an increase of its forces over a pe-
riod of a single year to numbers approach-
ing 10,000,000 or more men indicates to me

‘that a situation has now arisen which was
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not fully contemplated when the Selective
Service Act was originally enacted. For in-
stance, it is incredible that the withdrawal
of so large a number of men, including an
increasing number of family men, from civil-
ian life in so short a period of time could
have been intended to be governed almost
entirely by a lottery system. TYet that is
exactly what happens as the 3-A exemptions
and other exemptions are belng rapidly
eliminated. Whatever may be the require-
ments of the Army, it does not seem to me
either logical or necessary that a man 44
years old with say six children should be
called into active service in advance of a
married man 23 years old with one child,
merely because his draft number is lower.
Yet, as I understand it, that is the situa-
tion which may arise in numerous districts,
if, in fact, it has not already arisen. The
tremendous size of the Army now contem-
plated of itself permits, even if it does not
require, orderly and rational calls to service
based upon classification other than lottery
numbers,

The various considerations you mention
in connection with the regulations suggested
in my letter of August 27 are matters which,
of course, must be given weight, but none
of them appears to me to negative the neces-
sity for a full reappraisal of the Selective
Service System, and none of them seems to
me to eliminate the meed for some kind of
regulation along the lines which I have sug- -
gested. I, of course, did not intend to imply
that the particular regulations suggested in
my letter could not be subjected to change
or revision to take account of matters which
a full investigation of the facts would re-
quire.

Certainly I did not intend to imply that
all of the able-bodied men in the lower age
groups should contemporaneously be exposed
to heavy casualties. I do not know that that
is the case even at the present time. I should
suppose, on the contrary, that the very pur-
pose of enlarging the armed forces to the
unprecedented numbers now under consid-
eration was to give to the Army the flexibility
in organizing divisions which would permit
the building up of reserves which would be

-as strong and as youthful as those first in

the field. It seems to me that such an or-
ganization could be accomplished while
avoiding, in the absence of the most dire
emergency, a predominant number of family
men among the front-line troops.

As to your doubts concerning the suggested
grouping according to age and degree of
financial dependency, I regret that I cannot,
in my own mind, concede valldity for the
proposition that young married couples are
less stable than older ones. I doubt that
there would be much difference in that re-
spect between the 20- to 30-year group and
the 30~ to 40-year group. I continue to have
confidence in the permanency and resiliency
of the average American family of any age
group, and if your point were sound it seems
to me that for the good of the country all
of the older groups should be called first..
This would necessarily impair the general
efficlency of the Army, and, if there be the
need for an army so large as is now contem-
plated, the conditions would exist in any
case,

The threat to posterity suggested in your
letter is an inherent evil of warfare of any
kind. The havoc in this respect is some-
thing which should cause the greatest anx-
iety to any farsighted person. However, it
seems to me that a heavy depletion of the
numbers of family men could give rise to as
serious social and economic repercussions as
an equal depletion of the younger and un-
married en. The problem facing this
country during the decades immediately to
follow the war will probably be as difficult
to solve as the war itself. The task of prop-
erly rearing the present generation of chil-
dren is to me as important and vital as the
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task of insuring that there be an adequate
generation of children to follow. It will be
necessary without question, if this country
is to survive in its present strength, that the
present generation of our young people have
more children than their parents. But cer-
tainly we must see to it, so far as may be
compatible with the increasing exigencies of
the present war, that the young children of
today, who will be the backbone of the coun-
try during the post-war era, shall not be cast
adrift,

I also remain unpersuaded that a longer
pericd of advance notice to family men sub-
Ject to call cannot be arranged. The flexi-
bility which arises from a determination to
have an army of 10,000,000 or more men seems
to me to make such advance notice even
more feasible than at the present time.

I have noted that you feel that many of
the questions raised by me are. questions
which, under present conditions, are wholly
to be determined by the Army. If a full
investigation of the situation discloses, as I
belleve it will, that the questions I have
raised are valid, it may be that the Congress
rather than the Army should determine the
answers along general principles.

Without in any way suggesting criticism of
your own outstanding accomplishments in
the unprecedented task of creating a large
civillan army, and in full recognition of the
enlightened point of view you have ex-
pressed to me, I think I am bound to say to
you that the wide disparity in the adminis-
tration of the Selective Service Act among
the various States and among districts with-
in a particular State is creating a state of
chaos and confusion which will not long be
tolerated. I am hopeful, therefore, that your
cooperation (and suggestions) may be en-
listed to find appropriate correctives both in
regulation and in the basic statute as soon
as possible.

Let me repeat that my concern for the
family men of the country is not based upon
their reluctance as individuals to give full
service to their country or to avoid in any
way the hazards of that service. They con-
stitute the bulwark of the Nation. But they
must not be made the victims of administra-
tive confusion or of unnecessarily arbitrary
action. In the last analysis they will deter-
mine the temper of the Nation and they will
fix the degree of civilian morale. For these
reasons, I most earnestly solicit your con-
tinued consideration of their problems under
the selective service procedure.

Sincerely yours,
FrANCIS MALONEY,

THE RUBBER AND GASOLINE SITUATION

Mr. GREEN. Mr, President, the com-
plicated problem connected with the rub-
ber shortage and the gasoline shortage
have oecupied much of the attention of
the public of late, and although they
have been much simplified and clarified
by recent action of the administration,
it seems to me worth while to help in the
further clarification by having printed
in the ReEcorp a letter I wrote to the Presi-
dent on the subject, dated August 31,
1942, and his reply to me, dated Septem-
ber 16, 1942, which I ask to have printed
as a part of my remarks,

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Avcust 31, 1942,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House, Washington, D. C.

My DeAr Mg. PresmmENT: In an endeavor to
secure a true picture of the national situa-
tion regarding ruiker and gasoline, I have
corresponded with Mr. Leon Henderson, Ad-
ministrator, Office of Price Administration,
presenting to him certain vital questions
which would clarify the doubt in many peo-
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ple’s minds regarding the justifiability of ra-
tioning only in the area of limitation. Mr.
Henderson’s answers have established the fact
that rationing of gasoline in the area of limi-
tation Is essential to the war effort, but it
seems to me that the guestioning of ratiocn-
ing gasoline involves other aspects which
would necessitate the rationing of this prod-
uct on a Natlon-wide basis, rather than in a
limited area.

There are three issues involved in the situ-
ation—the distribution of gasoline consider-
ing our limited means of transporting it, the
conservation of tires because of the lack of
a supply of crude rubber which would satisfy
the needs of the military forces and the de-
mands of the civillan population as well, and
the malntenance of the present number of
automobiles which are so vital to the present
economy of our country. To me, the latter
two questions are matters with which we
should be concerned, and which should be
considered at the present time before our
available supply of transportation means is
exhausted.

The question of gasoline and an adequate
supply for the area of limitation is but a
transitory problem. The necessary elimina-
tion of water transportation for petroleum
products has thrown a super burden upon
the facilities of the railroads serving this area.
This lack of adequate facilities could be
remedied by the installation of pipe lines, or
by a more equitable distribution of the tank
cars available for such use. ]

The needs of the eastern seaboard com-
munities for fuel oil for heating purposes
this winter will aggravate the situation to
such an extent that the railroads will be in-
sufficient to handle both with their present
equipment. To me, the only possible solu-
tion is a Nation-wide program of gasoline
rationing. A large percentage of the homes
and industries are heated by oil burners,
and neither time nor materials are avail-
able for changing over from oil to coal as
a source of heating.

The question of tires and automobiles, how-
ever, is of an entirely different nature. The
output of tires and automobiles is definitely
limited by available supplies of raw material
and the lack of equipment for produetion,
after the requirements of the war eflort
have been satisfled. This deficiency cannot
be remedied by a geographical shifting of
present equipment nor a more stringent plan
of priorities or rationing, as the entire coun-
try is now limited in the issuance of such
replacements.

Our present economy is based upon the
use of motor vehicles for the necessary trans-
portation. The abandonment of rallroads
and steamship lines during the past twenty
years has increased our highway traffic im-
measurably, and has thrown the burden of
transportation upon local public utilities
and private automobiles. The public trans-
portation systems in most municipalities, in
an effort to meet the competition of private
automobiles, have converted their equipment
from electric cars on steel wheels to a roll-
ing stock of busses and trackless trolleys
which operate wholly on rubber tires. BEe-
cause of the lack of adequate rubber, and
also on account of priorities in materials for
new equipment of this nature, the transpor-
tation companies are now unable to add to
their mobile equipment. Several of the local
traction companies have had busses ordered
for several months, but are unable to secure
delivery of same, as the present production
is being wholly absorbed by the military
personnel for use in camps, bases and canton-
ments,

The lack of adequate housing facilities
within reach of defense projects where thou-
sands of workers are employed, necessitates
the use of some means of transportation be-
tween home and work for thousands of men
and women. Reports indicate that auto-
mobiles are being withdrawn from the high-
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ways at the rate of a million a month, and
that at the present rate our national supply
of passenger cars at the end of 1845 will 'be
but four and a half million. Our present
economy demands at least twenty million
cars to make up for the deficlency of our
public transportation systems, so we must
slow down the rate at which the present
supply of automobiles is being consumed,

The cars left running on the highways are
fast consuming the supply of pneumatic tires
now on hand. The demand for all sizes of
tirés far exceeds the quotas allowed by the
rationing authorities as well as the rate at
which these tires are being produced, Trans-
portation problems along the eastern sea-
board are being accentuated every day by
the requests for replacements for tires which
have given out in the necessary driving in
these States, The problem will become more
acute as time goes on, and supplies become
more limited.

Let me cite the problems of metropolitan
Newport, a city of some 28,000 people. This
population has been increased on account of
the war effort by ten to fifteen thousand en-
listed personnel, and 10,000 civilian popula=-
tion, the majority of the latter being ac-
commodated by three housing units of 900
families each. This increase has more than
absorbed the ordinary facilities of soclal
usage, and has taxed the stores and services
to the breaking point. In addition, there are
15,000 more civillan workers who commute to
work on the several projects by medns of
some 4,000 automobiles, S

There is no railroad transportation avail-
able for these workers, the only access for
personnel being by means of the bus line
which serves the community. The company
has 12 busses (average capacity 23) for trans-
portation within the city, and 57 others
(average capacity 29) for transportation to
other centers of population. Efforts to in-
crease the number of busses have to date
been fruitless, priority being given to Army
and Navy usage. Since the capacity of the
bus company cannot be increased, it is most
essential that the workers be furnished au-
tomotive means of getting to their work,
They will have to be furnished more and more
tires, as well as replacements for their present
cars when they are no longer serviceable.

The industries and projects on which these
are working are indispensable to the war
economy, and are vital efforts in cur program
for carrying on the war to a successful con-
clusion. Such projects extend from Maine
to Florida, and I am assured on all sides that
the problems at Newport are common to all
centers of war production in the area. They
must also be present in States outside of the
area. Although they have not been evident
50 long as the owners of the cars have plenty
of gasoline, they will be accentuated in all
parts of the country, as the present supply
of tires and cars is exhausted, and people find
themselves unable to replace such a neces-
sary adjunct of our mecdern civilization,

For these reasons, I wish to present to you
the stressing need of conserving all automo-
biles and tires in the country. Our defense
work must go on; we must continue to pro-
duce the vital needs of cur armed forces;
and we must, insofar as we are able, maintain
our present economy based on the use of the
private automobile. We may be able to elim-
inate the automobile in private life and in
business life, too, where such life is not es-
sential to our campalgn for victory, but we
cannot allow our war efforts in the next 24
months to wane on account of a lack of trans-
portation facilities.

The rationing of gasoline on a national
basis is the only means of maintaining our
present transportation needs. The 17 States
in the area of limitation are doing a magnifi-
cent job in conserving the necessary rubber
and gasoline, but I am sure that the resulting
saving will be only a fraction of the conser-

- vation which must be carried on in the saving
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of these items. To prevent such a disaster
from occurring, we should begin at once to
enhct a national program of gasoline ration-
ing in order that the saving may be made
before the opportunity has faded into the
future.

I know this all-important matter is receiv-
ing your appropriate attention, and I trust
that my suggestions s to Nation-wide ration-
ing of gasoline in the near fuiure will meet
with your approval.

Yours sincerely,
THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN,

TrE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, September 16, 1942,
Hon, THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN,
United States Senate.

My DEAR SenATOR GREEN: This will acknowl-
edge your letter of August 31 urging the
adoption of a Nation-wide system of motor-
fuel rationing to conserve tires and automo-
tive equipment.

As yon know, the Rubber Survey Commit-

tee submitted its report to me on September-

10. This report recommended a program of
rubber conservation through restrictions on
gasoline sales and through the control of
driving speeds. It also proposed an enlarge-
ment of the present tire replacement and re-
capping plan which would maintain essential
automotive transportation.

In transmitting this report to Congress, I
have already indicated that the committee's
recommendations would be put into effect as
rapidly as the necessary arrangements could
be made. I believe that the measures soon to
be initiated will protect the vital transporta-
tion facilities about which you have expressed
Justifiable concern.

The problem of providing adequate petro-
leum supplies for the east coast area, to which
you have also referred, is receiving the con-
tinuous attention of the Office of Petroleum
Ccordinator for War. I understand that a
comprehensive program for the withdrawal
of tank cars from other parts of the country
and for their assignment to the east coast
service has been carried into effect. It is be-
lieved that this program, together with a
number of pipe-line construction and reloca-
tion projects that are under way, will supply
at least the minimum essential petroleum re-
quirements of the Atlantic seaboard.

Your letter indicates that you have given
careful thought to these vital problems, and
I am pleased to have received your views,

Sincerely yours,
D. ROOSEVELT.

ADDRESS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT ON
MEXICAN INDEPENDENCE AND NEW
WORLD IDEALS

[Mr. HATCH asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an approximate
English translation of the address delivered
in Spanish by the Vice President of the United
Btates on Mexican Independence and New
‘World Ideals, on the occasion of the celebra-
tion of Mexico's Independence Day, at Los
Angeles, Calif., September 16, 1942, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]

WAR ISSUES IN THE CAMPAIGN—ADDRESS
BY SENATOR THOMAS OF IDAHO

[Mr. THOMAS of Idaho asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the REccrp an ad-
dress entitled “War Issues in the Campaign”
delivered by him at Boise, Idaho, September 9,
1842, at a meeting of Republican nominees
in the State of Idaho, which appears in the
Appendix.]

ADDRESS AT SYRACUSE, N. Y., BY HON.
JOSEPH C. GREW, FORMER AMBASSA-
DOR TO JAPAN

[Mr. CONNALLY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorD an address de-
livered by Hon, Joseph C. Grew, former Am-
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bassador to Japan, at a war rally luncheon at
the Hotel Syracuse, Syracuge, N. Y., on Sep-
tember 18, 1842, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

FOR SOUTHERN INDEPENDENCE—LETTER
BY C. NORWOOD HASTIE

[Mr. SMITH asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recomp a letter to the
Charleston News and Courler, written by C.
Norwood Hastie, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

CONTROL OF INFLATION—PRICES OF

FARM COMMODITIES

[Mr. SHIPSTEAD asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp two editorials
by J. C. Morrison, editor of the Morris Tribune
of Morris, Minn., one entitled “Is It the Wheat
Deal ‘Over Again?” and the other “The One-
Sided Fight Against Inflation,” which appears
in the Appendix.]

THE WAR AND ITS IMPACT ON AMERICAN
BUSINESS—ARTICLE BY E. L. MOULTON

[Mr. HATCH asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an article by E. L.
Moulton entitled “The War and Its Impact on
American Business,” published in the New
Mezxico Quarterly, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.|

THE PRESIDENT'S LABOR DAY MESSAGE—
ADDRESS BY ALBERT 8. GOSS

[Mr. AIEEN asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp & radio address
delivered by Albert 8. Goss, of Washington,
D. C., master of the National Grange, discuss-
ing the President’s Labor Day message, which
appears in the Appendix.]

THE FUEL SHORTAGE

[Mr. AIKEN asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an editorial from
the New York Herald Tribune of September
21, 1942, entitled “Ten Million Cords,” which
appears in the Appendix.]

AN ASSERTION OF UNLIMITED POWER—
ARTICLE FROM THE NEW YORK SUN
[Mr. DANAHER asked and obtained leave

to have printec in the Recorp an article from

the New York Sun of September 12, 1942,

entitled “An Assertion of Unlimited Power,"

which appears in the Appendix.)
AMERICAN WAR PLANES
[Mr. ANDREWS asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial
from the Washington Evening Star of Sep-
tember 16, 1842,- entitled “Injurious and

Pointless,” and also an analysis of the bomber

slfuation made by the War Department,

which appear in the Appendix.]

FARM PRICES—EDITORIALS FROM HOPE

(AREK.) STAR
[Mr. SPENCER asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorn two editorials by

Alex H. Washburn, editor of the Hope (Ark.)

Star, dealing with farm prices, which appear

in the Appendix.]

STABILIZATION OF THE COST OF LIVING

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I submit an amendment fo
Senate Joint Resolution 161, which I send
to the desk and ask to have read for the
information of the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be read.

The CrIEF CLERK. On page 4, at the
end of line 13, it is proposed to add the
following new paragraph:

For purposes of this section, parity prices
and comparable prices for any agricultural
commodity shall be determined as authorized
;i:rxmmg law but shall also include all farm
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I ask that the amendment be
referred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry for its consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr,
THOMAS]?

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to objeet, I wish to say
that we are in the act of taking up Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 161, which has been
reported by the Committee on Banking
and Cuwrrency. Ido not quite understand
the logic of referring an amendment to
that measure to another Senate commit-
tee which has not considered the joint
resolution.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, about half the pending joint
resolution—I presume it is pending, or if
not it soon will be—relates to agriculture.
A few days ago the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry held a meeting. At
that meeting some 12 members were pres-
ent. The matter in question was gone
over rather thoroughly, and at the con-
clusion of the committee meeting a sub-
committee was appointed to consider pos-
sible amendments to be offered fo Senate
Joint Resolution 161. The subcommit-
tee worked on the matter for 3 or 4 days,
and this morning met and agreed, ten-
tatively at least, to submit to the full
committee for its consideration the
amendment just read at the desk, con-
sisting of three lines.

Mr. President, inasmuch as I am hope-~
ful that the main committee will con-
sider the amendment submitted by its
subcommittee, I take this procedure as a
means of affording consideration of the
amendment in what I think is in regular
order. Of course, if the amendment can-
not be referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, that does not
prevent the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry from meeting if it desires
to consider the amendment. So, in the
end, the objective sought will be arrived
at in exactly the same way.

Mr. BAREKLEY. Mr. President, I do
not like to object to any amendment go-
ing to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, but inasmuch as we are, I hope,
to begin consideration of the joint reso-
lution in a few minutes, it seems to me a
little odd that an amendment to the joint
resolution should be referred to a Sen-
ate committee which did not consider the
joint resolution. Mr. President, I ask
that the amendment lie on the table.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,
President, let me make a further state-
ment. Some years ago—in 1933, fo be
exact—the Commitiee on Agriculture
and Forestry considered a bill for the
benefit of agriculture in the main and for
the country in general. The commitiee
reported out the first Agricultural Ad-
justment Act. That was done in the
early part of the present administration,
in 1933. In considering that bill the
committee also considered an amend-
ment affecting the value of the dollar.
As a result of its consideration of the
amendment, it was submitted in the Sen-
ate, and was before this body for its con-
sideration. At that time the Committee
on Banking and Currency requested of
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the Senate that the amendment, which
had come from the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, be referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency for
its consideration. The Senate granted
that request, which was a reasonable re-
guest. The amendment was then re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency and was considered by that
committee, hearings were held, and the
amendment was promptly reported back
by it to the Senate. So there we have a

precedent for the request which I made.-

That precedent may not be followed by
the Senate; nevertheless, it is a prece-
dent for the reguest now being made.
The end sought will not be different in
either case, whether the amendment
goes to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry officially or goes to that commit-
tee unofficially, I will say to the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. BARELEY. Of course, Mr. Presi-
dent, I am not in a position to prophesy
about that, but it seems to me, regard-
less of what may have been done con-
cerning some other measure in the past,
there ought to be one committee which
has jurisdiction of the measure now be-
fore us. ;

The measure was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency. While
it deals with agricultural subjects it deals
also with many other subjects. It might
be just as logical for some Senator to
offer an amendment to this measure deal-
ing with the tax laws, which would be in
order from the floor of the Senate, and
have that referred to the Committee on
Finance, or have some other amendment
dealing with some other subject referred
to another committee. I think the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma ought to be agree-
able to letting his amendment lie on the
table for the present.

Mr. NORRIS. "Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to enter
into a controversy on this subject. I do
not care very much what the Senate does
with the amendment. It will probably
be offered to the bhill anyway. But inas-
much as it deals with a subject of which
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry has immediate jurisdiction, it does
not seem to me there would be anything
wrong if that committee, as a commitiee,
were to propose an amendment to a meas-
ure which came from another committee.
As the Senator has said, some other com-
mittee might wish to suggest an amend-
ment. That is true. I do not see any-
thing wrong with such a thing being
done. If the subject matter dealt with is
one over which some other committee
ordinarily had jurisdiction, it would not
be wrong for it to submit an amendment
to the measure. If there were time
enough I would not have any objection,
after the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry has considered the amendment,
to have it then referred to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

‘Mr. BARKLEY, I do not deny that
apy committee can meet informally or
formally and suggest an amendment fo
the pending measure.

Mr. NORRIS. That is all that has
been done in this case.
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Mr. BARKLEY. But that is a little
different from offering from the floor
an amendment to a measure reported
by another committee, a measure which
the Senate is just in the act of taking
up, and asking that that amendment be
referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry. I do not think such
procedure is good legislation.

Mr. NORRIS. I think the ultimate
results would be exactly the same. I
would not have any objection if the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma were to withdraw
his amendment and have it considered
by the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry and then have that committee
report its conclusion thereon.

Mr, BARKLEY. I think the better
practice and form would be, if the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry de-
sires, to suggest an amendment officially
and not have referred to it by the Sen-
ate an amendment to a measure reported
by the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency. I ask the Senator from Oklahoma
to pursue that course.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I realize the seriousness of the
opposition of the majority leader, but I
am following a precedent. In 1933 the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
reported to the Senate an agricultural
bill containing a money amendment.
The Senate, without objection, referred
the money amendment to the proper
committee, at the request of that com-
mittee, If the Senator’s suggestion
comes as an objection, I wish to have
the objection stated.

Mr. BARKLEY. My, President, I ob-
ject, then, to the request of the Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, inasmuch as objection is made,
a motion would have to be made and
agreed to in order to have the amend-
ment sent to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry. At this time I do not
care to make such a motion.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Such a motion would not be in
order at this time,

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, it would be in order at another
time, if not at this time. The time will
come, however, when I shall have the
right to submit the amendment and to
discuss it.. The amendment cannot be
put aside in this peremptory and sum-
mary manner.

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to say to the
Senator from Cklahoma, and to others
who are interested in the matter, that
I am not seeking to put any obstacles
in the way of the Senator in submitting
the amendment. He has a right to sub-
mit it, and when the measure is under
consideration, he has a right to move,
when he submits it, that the amendment
be referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry. But when we are
in the act of taking up a measure re-
ported by one committee, and before we
even begin consideration of the measure,
if a Senator submits an amendment—
and I am not speaking of the Senator
from Oklahoma personally now—but if
any Senator submifts an amendment to
that measure which has just been re-
ported and asks that the amendment go
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to another committee, I think I have a
right to object, regardless of any single
precedent with reference to legislation
heretofore considered. I think not only
am I within my rights, but it is a proper
course for me to pursue at this time.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator again yield?

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not question the
attitude of the Senator from Kentucky
on this matter at all,

Mr, BAREKLEY. I realize that.

Mr. NORRIS. I hope the Senator
from Oklahoma will withdraw his sug-
gested amendment, and take the matter
up with the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, which, I understand, is to
meet tomorrow, and let that committee
then report the amendment to the Sen-
ate if it desires to do so.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, in view of the objections which
have been made, the amendment, I pre-
sume, will lie on the table. I already have
asked the chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. SmiTH]1, to call
a meeting of the full committee tomorrow
morning, if it is agreeable, at which time
the subcommittee report can be made to
the full committee. Then, of course, it
will be up to the full committee to take
such action as it may deem proper. If
the full committee tomorrow meorning
should agree to the amendment and agree
to support it, that is one thing. If it
does not agree to support it, that is an-
other. In either event the amendment
will be on the desk of the presiding offi-
cer, to be called up at the will of the
author.

Mr. BARELEY. I think that is the
proper course to pursue.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be printed
and lie on the table.

REPORT OF THE FEDERAL DEPOSIT

INSURANCE CORPORATION

Mr, GREEN. Mr. President, I desire
to make a few remarks about two Gov-
ernment reports made public today.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, we are
still in the morning hour. Will the
Senator’s remarks consume more than
five minutes?

Mr. GREEN. No. These reports are
of exceptional interest to the people of
the United States, and might possibly
escape the attention of some Senators.

Mr, President, the Annual Report of the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
to Congress for the year ended December
31, 1941, and the report to insured banks
as of June 30, 1942, both just made public,
reflect great credit upon the activi-
ties of this agency of the Federal Govern-
ment and upon its sound supervisory in-
fluence over the 13,500 insured banks of
the country.

It is encouraging, indeed, to note
among the conclusions of the Corpora-
tion’s Chairman, Leo T. Crowley, that—

Depositors throughout the country have
every reason tﬂday for confidence in the
soundness of the American banking system.
The banks have today fewer criticized assets
than at any other time in their history.
They consequently are in an excellent posi-

tion to lend vigorous support te financing the
war effort.
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Through June 30, 1942, 381 insured
banks, having 1,247,638 depositors with
total deposits of $479,497,000, had been
liquidated or merged with the aid of loans
from Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion., Deposits amounting to $468,781,-
000, or 97.8 percent of the total deposits
in these banks, were made available
promptly without loss to the depositors.
Only 1,952 of the 1,247,638 depositors, or
less than two-tenths of 1 percent, held
accounts in excess of $5,000 and were not
completely protected.

Performance of this sort by the Cor-
poration has been perhaps the most ef-
fective stabilizing factor for our financial
system in the last decade. The confi-
dence inspired in bank depositors by the
mere existence of a sizable insurance
fund to protect them from loss is un-
doubtedly great. Enowledge that the
financial strength of Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation is reinforced and
husbanded through careful administra-
tion and through careful supervision of
the affairs of insured institutions makes
our people doubly confident of their secu-
rity and so makes our financial system
more stable and effective.

It is gratifying as well as significant
to learn that this complete protection
of depositors in the country’s banks dur-
ing the past 8!, years has been ac-
complished simultaneously with the reg-
ular growth of capital and surplus within
the Corporation. On June 30, 1942, capi-
tal and surplus of F. D. I. C. amounted to
about $584,000,000. Surplus accumulated
during the entire period of F. D. 1. C. op-
erations was about $294,600,000 on that
date, a figure $4,400,000 in excess of the
entire assessments collected from insured
banks since deposit insurance began. In
other words, all deposit insurance losses
and expenses as well as all administra-
tive expenses of the Corporation have
thus far been more than covered by the
Corporation’s interest and profits on its
investments.

Chairman Crowley sees no potential
drains upon the Corporation’s funds in
the near future. He proposes, though,
to continue accumulating reserves for the
Corporation through assessment upon in-
sured banks at the present legzally pre-
scribed rate until the effects of post-war
readjustment upon the banks are known.

In such parlous times as these it is
good to know that factors so vital to our
national welfare as the soundness of our
banking system and the safety of bank
deposits are receiving the unremitting
attention of a strong, well administered,
eminently successful Federal agency.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Routine morning business is con-
cluded.

PLANTING OF GUAYULE AND OTHER

RUBBER-BEARING PLANTS

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, one of
the imperative recommendations of the
Baruch rubber committee was that the
guayule rubber-growing program should
have its acreage expanded. That recom-
mendation is supported by the President,
by the War Production Board, by the De-
partment of Agriculture, and, I think, by
all other governmental agencies, In
conformity - with that recommendation,
last week the Military Affairs Commitiee
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favorably reported Senate bill 2775. I
now ask unanimous consent for the pres-
ent consideration of the bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The LecistaTive CLERK. A hill (S.
2775) to amend the act of March 5, 1942,
relating to the planting of guayule and
other rubber-bearing plants.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from California?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Military Affairs with an amendment, to
strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That paragraph (2) of the first section of
the act entitled “An act to provide for the
planting of guayule and other rubber-bear-
ing plants and to make available a source of
crude rubber for emergency and defense
uses'’, approved March 5, 19432, is amended
by striking out the word “seventy-five” and
inserting in lleu thereof the words “five hun-
dred”; and by striking out the words “and
land for nurseries" before the semicolon at
the end of such paragraph and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “land for nur-
series and administrative sites, and water
rights.”

SEc. 2. Paragraph (3) of the first section
of such act is amended by inserting after the
first semicolon the following: “to acquire
water rights; to erect necessary buildings on
leased land where suitable land cannot be
purchased;”.

BEc. 3. Paragraph (4) of the first section of
such act is amended by inserting after the
first semicolon the following: “to purchase
guayule shrub;".

Bec. 4. Paragraph (8) of the first section
of such act is amended by striking out the
words “of seventy-five” and inserting in lieu
thereof the words “not in excess of 500.”

Sec. 5. Section (2) (2) of such act is
amended by inserting after the words “eciti-
zens of” the word “other”; and by striking
out the words “in the Western Hemisphere.”

Sec. 6. Section 2 of such act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(e) In carrying out the provisions of this
act the Secretary shall have all of the au-
thority conferred upon him by the act en-
titled ‘An act to facilitate and simplify the
work of the Forest Service,’ approved January
81, 1831."

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, the bill
has three or four rather inconsequential
perfecting amendments. The major ob-
jective sought to be reached by the hill
is to increase the potential acreage from
75,000 to 500,000 acres, in the discretion

.of the Department of Agriculture. One

reason the change is made is that,
strangely enough, the yield of seeds from
the guayule plant was eight times what
we had anticipated, which permits a
greatly expanded program. It is the
desire of the governmental agencies to
take advantage of that possibility and to
plant a larger acreage.

I submit the question upon that state-
ment, and ask that the bill be passed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment reported by the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed,

SEPTEMBER 21

STABILIZATION OF THE COST OF LIVING

Mr. BARELEY. MTr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Senate Joint
Resolution 161.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The joint resolution will be stated
by title for the information of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso-
lution (8. J. Res. 161) to aid in stabiliz-
ing the cost of living,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Kentucky?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion, which had been reported from the
Committee on Banking and Currency
with amendments.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the formal read-
ing of the joint resolution be dispensed
with, that it be read for amendment, and
that the amendments of the committee
be first considered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Kentucky? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr, BROWN. Mr. President, I should
like to make a brief statement. Let me
say to the Senate that, if I can proceed
without interruption until 5 or 10 min-
utes after 1 o’clock, I think I can give a
brief over-all picture. Then I shall be
pleased to answer any questions with re-
spect to the bill that may be propounded
to me.

In the committee all of us strove as
mightily as we could to expedite consid-
eration of the joint resolution. On this
highly important measure we spent 2
days in public hearings and 215 days
more in executive consideration. The
House greatly expedited consideration by
eliminating public hearings altogether.
The Senator from New York [Mr. Wag-
NER], chairman of our committee, in-
vited Members of the House to attend
our hearings, and they did so. A great
many Senators took advantage of the
opportunity to attend the hearings, and
some of them participated in questioning
the witnesses.

I say this because I realize the neces-
sity for very prompt consideration. T
myself refrained from asking, as I recall,
more than half a dozen questions or so
during the hearing. I think everyone
rather thoroughly understands the need
and necessity for some action at the pres-
ent time. So far as I can gather, outside
the consideration, perhaps, of two rather
important amendments, or possibly three,
there is not much disagreement about the
measure. Of course, it is not written in
exactly the way that this Senator or that
Senator would like it written; but I think
it rather well covers the general subject
matter, and I think it does substantially
what the President has asked.

There is no question in my mind that
the Price Control Act and the pending
measure, which is in substance an amend-
ment to the Price Control Act, are by no
means the only weapons necessary to
combat rising costs of living. The tax
bill is just as important, if not more im-
portant, in taking care of the subject of
inflation., We have heard a great deal
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about the inflationary gap. I shall skip
details, and shall give a brief analysis in
the shape of five figures, two of them on

‘the debit side and three of them on the

credit side, which show what the in-
flationary gap is.

The inflationary gap is the amount of
money which will be available for pur-
chase of goods in excess of the supply of
such goods. This is regarded by the
economists, the Treasury, the Office of
Price Administration, and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture as the real inflation
danger. It is the dammed-up purchas-
ing power which endangers the price-
control structure. It is now estimated
that the national income for the calendar
year 1942 will be in the neighborhood of
from $113,000,000,000 to $115,000,000,000.

The only taxes which can be consid-
ered as a reduction of that purchasing
power are the taxes paid by individuals.
The taxes paid by corporations are pro-
duction taxes; they are not taxes which
are to be deducted from the income which
individuals receive. So there will be a
total of approximately $35,000,000,000 of
taxes, on the basis of State, local, and
county taxes as they now are, and on the
basis of the tax bill as it now stands in
the Senate; but of that sum, only $6,000,-
000,000 will be paid by individuals and
will be deducted from their individual
incomes. So I am reliably informed that
the first étem to stand against the $115,-
000,000,000 of individual incomes in the
United States, which is the basis of pur-
chasing power, is the $6,000,000,000 of
individual income taxes.

Savings, which include the items of
purchase of Government bonds, individ-
ual savings, purchases of insurance, and
the payment of debts—and the President
estimated that debt payments will
amount to approximately $4,000,000,000,
which, of course, is a highly deflationary
figure—total $24,000,000,000. I am ad-
vised by the economists to whom I have
alluded that that $24,000,000,000 may be
deducted along with the $6,000,000,000.

It is further estimated that at the
present level of supplies there will be
$65,000,000,000 worth of goods for con-
sumers to buy on the basis prices under
the general maximum price regulation.
Those are the goods which will be bought
by consumers—ifood, clothing, and all the
things which consumers will buy, things
which we as individuals require.

So on one side of the ledger we have a
national income of $113,000,000,000 or
$115,000,000,000, and on the other side
purchasable goods amounting to $65,000,-
000,000, individual income taxes of $6,-
000,000,000, and $24,000,000,000 expended
for Government bonds, debt payments,
individual savings and the purchase of
insurance, making a total of $95,000,000,-
000, which leaves a gap of between $18,-
000,000,000 and $20,000,000,000 as the
amount of money which will be available
to individuals in the United States to
spend, but for which no goods will be
available for purchase. I hope I have
made the matter plain; I have tried to
state it as clearly as possible.

The gap of between $18,000,000,000 and
$20,000,000,000 is the sum of money which
the Secretary of the Treasury is hopeful
he may find some means of reaching by
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way of compulsory savings and other
means. It is the overwhelming danger
in the picture.

I am advised by those in charge of
price control that, although they feel that
the enactment of the proposed legisla-
tion would give the President authority
to maintain prices of goods substantially
as they are, they desire it to be known
that, in view of this pent-up purchasing
power, it will not be possible to stop all
price rises now. There is no question
in my mind, from some study on the sub-
ject, that prices must be permitted to go
a bit higher because of the necessities of
the situation.

I hope the discretion in that respect
will be left with the President of the
United States. In the pending measure
we have provided certain guideposts and
directions; but there is no doubt that the
farm labor situation, and possibly the
situation with respect to labor in some
other fields in the economic picture, will
require some readjustment of prices. I
should not want the country to believe
that either the Congress or the adminis-
tration was satisfied that we can now
stabilize prices absolutely at their pres-
ent level. I am reliably informed that
it is hoped with some confidence by those
in charge or who will be in charge of
the administration of the measure that
rises of from 3 percent to 5 percent
should be the limit. If we can do that
we shall have accomplished a marvelous
work in meeting the threatened rise of
prices throughout the United States. I

shall not go into detail as to how much-

food costs have risen, or how much costs
have risen with respect to uncontrolled
prices,

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN.
from Oregon.

Mr. McNARY. I hesitate to interrupt
the remarks of the able Senator unless it
is with his consent.

I was attracted by the statement he
made that, in his opinion, prices would
not increase more than 5 percent. In
what length of time would that be?

Mr. BROWN. I want the Senator to
be sure to say that I said they hoped
they would not increase more than
from 3 to 5 percent, and that that hope
was based upon some confidence.

Mr. McNARY. Yes; and let us con-
fine the expression to the word “hope”
only, rather than to anything final.

Mr. BROWN. Yes.

Mr. McNARY. How long may that
hope continue?

Mr. BROWN. At the time when the
price-control bill was passed it was my
judgment that rises could be kept within
a limit of approximately from 1 to 1'%
percent a month, and that was the judg-
ment of the senior Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr], who agreed with me in that
respect. Based upon my own knowl-
edge, and not quoting the Price Admin-
istration in that respect, I should think
that if we maintained prices at levels not
to exceed 5 percent of present levels for
the ensuing year—Ilet us say until De-
cember 1943—that would be an achieve-
ment. I should not want to predict
beyond that time.

I yield to the Senator
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Mr. McNARY. Precisely—a very great
achievement.

Let me ask a further question. Does
that increase of 5 percent as a maximum
include increases in farm prices and
wages?

Mr. BROWN. We are talking about
the cost of living.

Mr. McNARY. Yes; Iam; too,

Mr. BROWN. That is the figure, and
it seems to me that it covers both farm
prices and wages.

Mr. McNARY. So the 5 percent in-
crease as a prophecy includes both farm
prices and wages, does it?

Mr, BROWN. Yes; I think so—their
effect on the cost of living.

Mr. President, with that brief explana-
tion of the fundamental economics of
the situation, I was about to give a state-
ment of the over-all difference between
controlled prices and uncontrolled prices.
I know that will be the subject of consid-
erable argument later in the debate; but
I give the facts as they are presented to
us by the Office of Price Administration.
Controlled prices from May 15 to August
15 have been held down practically at a
level; they have not increased; in fact,
there has been a decrease of three-tenths
of 1 percent. In the case of uncontrolled
food prices—and let it be admitted here
that the fact that they are not con-
trolled is not entirely due to a lack of
legal authority to control prices—it has
been necessary to go beyond the floor, so-
called, in some instances. The increase
has been substantially 10 percent from
May 15 to August 15. That shows the
trend, and it is undoubtedly the reason
why it is felt by those in charge of the
program that we should eliminate the
limitations upon the power of the Price
Administrator contained in section 3 of
the Price Control Act.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Michigan
yield to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Inregard to the increase
in the price of uncontrolled products, is
it not true that the increase has been
due partly to the deliberate bidding up
of prices by the Federal Government it-
self in order to secure production? Is it
not particularly true in the case of dairy
products that the Federal Government
deliberately boosted the price of butter
because it was not getting enough at the
regular prices?

Mr. BROWN. Yes; Iassume that may
be true.

Mr. AIKEN. That is not due to any
lack of authority to control?

Mr. BROWN. Perhapsnot. The price
control law contains in it directions to
the Price Administrator and to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to permit prices to
go up, in fact, to increase prices if it is
necessary in order to encourage produc-
tion, which is, of course, an indication of
what policy may perhaps have to be fol-
lowed on the farm-labor question.

Mr. President, with that brief state-
ment of the economics, I desire to go
through the joint resolution and explain
its provisions.
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WMr_LIICAS__Mr_Presidenf——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Michigan
yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. BROWN. I yield to the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. LUCAS. T should like to ask the
Senator if he has a chart or table which
shows the commodities which are con-
trolled and those which are uncontrolled
and the total amount in value of the con-
trolled and the uncontrolled commodi-
ties?

Mr. BROWN. My recollection is that
there is not a chart but the figures are
contained on page 18 and pages 21 and
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| 22 of the hearines. If that is not cor- |

rect, some of the experts in the Price
Administration, who are here, can shortly
give the Senator from Illinois the in-
formation.

Mr. LUCAS. Will the Senator revise
his remarks at the proper time to see
that the figures are put in the Recorp?

Mr. BROWN. I think the table on
page 18 of the hearings may give the
Senator the information he desires, and
I ask that it be printed in the Recorp
at this point.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp

as follows:

Minimum price ceilings for sclected agricultural commodities

Percent which

actual price

Minimum price ceilings ! would have

Percent “{;"""“59

Actual | Actual Pnfily ai';;a
price, | price, | price, v
Aadiss Wil U Aug. 15, |Aug. 15,(Aue. 16,1, o oo | Aver Sagwt
1939 1542 1942 | \wont of p?igct:: Actual | August | Cefling
parity | 'y | price- | 1942 | under | Parity
price, 1919 to Dec. 15, present| price
Aup. 15, 3une 1041 act
1932 1020

Ril!e.fei" hel (cents) --| 689 162.9 | 123.6 | 138.0 | 126.0 | 148.9 176.6 | =11.7 1 —24.1
‘Wheat, per bushel (cents)...a........| 5.5 95.4 | 134.4 | 147.8 132.5 102.2 76.0 5.9 40.9
Corn, per bushel (cents). .. ----| 457 | 83.4 | 97.6 | 107, 8.9 | 66.9 B25| 288 17.0
QOats, per bushel (cents)_ 25. 4 42. 6 60. 6 a8, 47.4 45 2 67.7 &6, 6 42.3
Barley, per bushel (cents 34.5 56.7 941 | 108.6 69.3 56.1 64.3 82.5 66.0
Rye; per bushel (cents) .| 3.2 49.2 | 109.4 | 120.3 04.7 57.8 43.9 | 144.5 122.4
Flaxseed, per bushel (dollars).........] L35 2.26 2.57 2.88 234 1.78 67.4 25.2 13.7
Cotton, per peund (cents). ...oeeuee.e 8.70 18.03 | 18.85| 20.74 | 2147 16,23 107. 2 19.1 4.5
Potatoes, per bushel (cents)..... 69.1 | 1154 |108.1 |118.9 | 7841 827 67.0 7.5 =63
Sweetpotatoes, per bushel (cents; 90.7 137.3 | 133.5 | 146.8 134.4 86.6 6l.4 6.9 —2.8
Hay, per ton (dollars).. .. ... | & 8.89 | 18.04| 18.84| 13.53 9.43 8.3 | 1232 102.9
Peanuts, per pound (cents). . 3.39 500 7.30 8.03 5.83 4.70 76.7 M1 219
ﬁpp]es, per bushel (dollars). . ... ... 68| 16| 1.46( 1.61 L48| 1.09( %5.8| 388 25.9
ogs, per 100 pounds (dollars)_...._..| &30 | 14.13 | 1.05| 12.16 9.77 | 10.32 | 166.6 | —14.0| —21.8
Beef cattle, per 100 pounds (dollars)...] 6.74 | 11.30 8.24 9. 08 7.18 .34 67.7 | =17.3 | -27.1
Veal calves, per 100 pounds (dollars)..| 8.08 | 1291 | 10.26 | 717.28 | 9.56( 1118 50.8 | =125 | =20.5
Lambs, per 100 pounds (dollars)._.___ 7.21 12,07 8, 04 9. 83 11.12 10,13 67. 4 -7.9 —25.9
Butterfat, Per pound (cents) . ........ 2.4 40. 6 38.0 41.8 ;H 0 36.0 813 8.4 —fi. 4
Chickens, live, per pound (cents)..___ 13.0 10,6 17.3 19.0 1.1 15.8 50.8 7.7| =117
Turkeys, live, per pound (cents) .| 14.3 19.6 21.9 4.1 28.8 20.9 3.2 a1 10.1
%gns per dozen (cents)?. ... 17.5 23 L7 84.9 33.2 .1 84.0 8.4 =16
ool, per pound (cents) .. ____ -] 20 39.4 27.8 a0, 6 M1 1 1 —5. 8 —-20.5
Beans, per 100 pounds (dollars)..__._.| 2.63 4,45 5.12 5. 63 6,77 4.93 69. 2 2.7 15.1
Cottonseed, per ton (dollars).......... 16.24 | 44.04 | 34.28 | 37.71| 36,17 | 44.65 |317L.2 14.4 —-22.2

1 Minimum price ceiling in italics,
2 Seasonally adjusted.

2 The minimum ceiling is the approximated price on Oct, 1, 1941, which was 50.36.

Source: U. 8. Department of Agriculture.

Mr. BROWN. MTr, President, if Sena-
tors care to follow the joint resolution, I
will call attention to its main provisions.

Section 1 authorizes and directs that a
general order stabilizing prices and wages
as of their level on September 15, 1942,
shall be issued by November 1, 1942, In
order to be fair to both sides to the con-
troversy in regard to wages and farm
prices the original contemplation of the
proposed legislation was that the order of
stabilization should be made contempo-
raneously or simultaneously, as some
Senators indicated. It was felt by the
committee that that should be done in a
general way, but that that might be diffi-
cult for the President, relying upon the
Price Administration for a food control
order and upon the National War Labor
Board and the Department of Labor and
other agencies for a wage control order,
to do so. Indeed it might not be desir-
able to have them issued upon the same
day. So, after some discussion in the
commitiee, we decided to name a nearby
date as a date before which both orders
would have to be issued, without requiring
that they be issued simultaneously. It

may be of interest to note that the date
fixed is November 1, 1942.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a moment?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Michigan
yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. BROWN. 1 yield.

Mr. TAFT. I understand the Senator
construes this language to mean that
action can be taken in separate orders.
As I understood, it must be taken in one
general order, which necessarily would
cover both wages, prices, and salaries
and would be simultaneous.

Mr. BROWN. I think that it should be
done in that way, I will state to the Sena-
tor from Ohio.

Mr, TAFT. I agree entirely with the
Senator. I merely wanted to be sure that
that was his interpretation.

Mr. BROWN. I think it should be done
in that way; but I do not want to require
the administration to issue the orders
simultaneously if it thinks it is desirable
to make the order with respect to wages
and prices on different days, so long as it
is done by November 1, 1942, As a maft-
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ter of vpractice. in my judgment. it will
probably be done on the same day.

Mr. TAFT. My interpretation of the
expression “a general order stabilizing
prices, wages, and salaries” means one
order. Obviously one order must be is-
sued on one day. So that I should think,
as the joint resolution is drawn, it would
have the effect of requiring a simultane-
ous dealing with both subjects.

Mr. BROWN. For the reasons I have
stated, I do not want to hold the Presi-
dent to the absolute issuance of an order
covering both on exactly the same day;
I think the general order might be in two
sections, one on wages and one on prices;
but I think we are talking about some-
thing that is not of great moment.

By explicit language directing that
wages and prices shall be stabilized as of
the September 15 level—and Septembers
15 was adopted because the 15th day of
the month is the day on which statistics
are issued by various departments of the
Government—we fried to make as plain
as we could the legislative intent that
that level shall be the level of the gen-
eral order of stabilization.

It is perfectly obvious that exceptions
will have to be made. When we did this,
we were conscious of the demand on the
part of many Senators that there should
be a fixing of wages and prices so far as
practicable by the Congress and not by
the President. We think we have gone
as far in that respect as it is reasonably
possible to go. It would not be reasonable
to freeze everybody's wages and freeze
all prices at that level. We would be vio-
lating the principles of the Price Control
Act, which allows increases in prices in
order to encourage production; we would
be violating the principle of the Little
Steel formula, which is that there should
be a general average of wage rates at a
figure 15 percent above the level of Jan-
uary 1, 1941, and a tying of the relation-
ship between the cost of living and wages
under that formula. Certainly in a great
many cases, as the President pointed out,
wage contracts and agreements are in ex-
istence between employer and employee
fixed, we will say, upon the level of wages
of January 1, 1940, or any other date be-
tween then and now, which did not reflect
the increase in the cost of living; and it
would be unjust and unfair when other
wage increases have been permitied to
prevent further consideration by the
President of the adjustment of such
wages up to the general level laid down
by the National War Labor Board. Nu-
merous instances could be given of simi-
lar injustices.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will my colleague yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I should like to
ask for an interpretation at this point of
the language at the top of page 2, cover-
ing the authority to make the adjust-
ments. It seems to me it is a rather
strange discrimination when the Presi-
dent apparently can make adjustments
with respect to prices, wages, and salaries
to the extent that he finds necessary to
correct gross inequities, but in the case of
increases in these items he must also find
that they are necessary to aid in the
effective prosecution of the war. My
question is, Does this mean that the



1942

President can make adjustments with re-
spect to prices, wages, and salaries, as
quoted in the first three lines, solely for
the purpose of correcting inequities,
whatever they may be, and regardless of
their effect on the prosecution of the
war?

Mr. BROWN. I will say to the Sena-
tor that his colleague accepted that
amendment, proposed by the Republican
members of the committee, with some re-
luctance. I was anxious to place a period
after the words “gross inequities,” or, if
we included the phrase “to aid in the
effective prosecution of the war,” to let it
apply to both increases and decreases.
That was the idea of the junior Senator
from Michigan, who was the author of
the bill with the Senator from New York
[Mr, Wacner]; but I was persuaded by
the Republicans on the committee to
adopt this formula.

Mr, VANDENBERG. I am sitting
over here on the Democratic side this
afterncon, and I will join my colleague in
his view on the subject. I do not think
this should be allowed to stand as it is,
because if this language means anything
at all as it is written today—and I do
not see how it could come from the
sources the Senator indicates, under the
circumstances—it means that the Presi-
dent would have a right to adjust all
prices, wages, and salaries in this country
solely for the purpese of correcting gross
ineguities, which means for social-re-
form purposes, if he desires, regardless
of any effect on the conduct of the war.
Is not that true? Could he not, under
that language, reduce all incomes to
$25,000 by Executive order?

Mr, BROWN. I desire to go into that
subject later, but it is my judgment that
the authority is not contained in a bill
which stabilizes salaries as of September
15, 1942.

I will say to the Senator that the rep-
resentatives of the two large organized
labor organizations agreed with that
view in the committee. There is sub-
sequently provided in the joint resolu-
tion, in my judgment, authority to ad-
Jjust prices and wages up or down, as will
appear a little later during my state-
ment of the contents of the measure.
This is one case in which I find myself
in agreement with the principle enunci-
ated by my colleague, and it finds him
and me joining in opposition to the
proposition of the junior Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Danager]l, who pro-
posed the amendment, and the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Tarrl, whom I see rising
to his feet, who supported it.

Mr. TAFT. Mr., President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr, TAFT. Of course, the objection
that was made to the original language
was somewhat different from that sug-
gested by the Senator from Michigan.
The language read that “to the extent
that he finds necessary to correct gross
inequities or to aid in the effective prose-
cution of the war.” Once we insert the
phrase “to aid in the effective prosecu-
tion of the war” we open the door, and
the sky is the limit, The language is so
broad that, in my opinion, it means
nothing. If the President could make
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adjustments where he found it neces-
sary “to correct gross ineduities or to
aid in the effective prosecution of the
war,” it would mean that he could reduce
prices and wages all he desired just to aid
in the effective prosecution of the war.
If the word “and” is used, providing that
he shall find the step necessary for both
reasons, that is, that it will correct gross
inequities, and also that it will aid in the
effective prosecution of the war, I see no
ogiiection to that, if it is thought desir-
able,

Mr. VANDENBERG. Then everyone
would be satisfied, so far as this three-
ring circus is concerned, if we took out
the words “in the case of increases.” Am
I correct?

Mr, TAFT. If we changed the word
“Or" ao dland.”

Mr. BROWN. That was the point
which the junior Senator from Connecti-
cut desired to make perfectly plain—that
the President, to aid in the effective pros-
ecution of the war, could let things go
up, but he could not let them go down
for that purpose, even if it were necessary.

Mr. TAFT. I have serious doubt of
the need of granting the President power
to reduce at all, but certainly my feeling
is that if he could reduce at all there
should be placed on that power every
reasonable restriction.

Mr, EROWN. I am perfectly willing
to give some further consideration to
that point because my colleague and I
are in substantial agreement.

Mr, ATKEN, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask the
Senator from Michigan if he will explain
at this time why the words “and other
factors” were deleted from the measure,

Mr. BROWN. I shall be very happy to
do that.

Mr. AIRKEN. Why does the joint reso-
lution restrict the President to regulating
agriculture and labor alone?

Mr. BROWN. And salaries,

Mr. ATKEN. And exempt the other 50
percent of the costs which enter into
consumer goods, where much of the sav-
ing in consumer costs could be made? I
should like to know the reason for delet-
ing these words, and who wanted that
amendment made to the joint resolution.

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Michigan yield before
he leaves the matter he has been dis-
cussing?

Mr. BROWN. I should like to answer
the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. OVERTON. I desired to ask the
Senator a question with regard to the
subject he was discussing with his
colleague.

Mr, BROWN. Will not the Senator
defer until I make a brief explanation
to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. OVERTON. Very well.

Mr, BROWN. As the joint resolution
was originally introduced, the phrase
“other factors” was included in it. The
Office of Price Administration was de-
sirous of including certain classes of
services, and upon inquiry I found that,
although they were intending to cover
certain personal services, they did not
intend to cover fees of doctors, lawyers,
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and so on, and so forth. I felt that the
matter was too inconsequential to justify
a distinction of that character.

It was also thought by the Office of
Price Administration that there should
be an over-all power in the President to
put a top on rates charged by common
carriers and other public utilities. The
junior Senator from Michigan is in
agreement with that view of the Office
of Price Adminisiration. However, we
finally came to the conclusion that it
would be best to confine the subject mat-
ter to the principal factors in the cost of
living, that is, the seventy-five or seventy-
six billion dollars in wages and salaries,
out of a total of $115,000,000,000, and
farm prices, which is by far the next most
important factor.

I know that the chairman of the com-
mittee, the Senator from New York [Mr.
WacneR], will sustain me in the state-
ment of my view. I did not insist upon
a vote. I call this matter to the particu-
lar attention of the senior Senator from
Nebraska. It was my view that we should
include in the joint resolution an over-all
power in the President, which I think
would be seldom exercised, to put a top
on transportation charges and public-
utility charges. EKnowing that the Sen-
ator from Nebraska had in mind the oi-
fering of an amendment making such
provision, I decided not to make an is-
sue of it in a committee which was get-
ting along pretty well in bringing about
general agreement on the part of all
those interests which were represented
around the table, but to leave that prop-
osition for determination by the Senate,
without an express indication of how the
committee felt about it. That is why the
words “and other factors” were stricken
from the bill.

Mr. ATKEN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President——

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the Senator from Michigan a-
question about the matter which the Sen-
ator from Vermont brought up.

Mr, BROWN. I yield to the Senator
from Nebraska.

Mr. NORRIS. I have had several con-
versations with the Benator, as he knows,
about this particular matter, and I
should like to ask him whether he believes
the condition which I have been trying
to prevent, by the amendment I have
heretofore suggested, is completely met
by striking out the words which the com-
mittee has now stricken out; that is
“other factors.”

Mr. BROWN. Other factors in the cost
of living.

Mr. NORRIS. Does it say that?

Mr. BROWN. “Other factors affect-
ing the cost of living.” The Senator will
find that in lines 6 and 7, on page 1.

Mr, NORRIS. The Senator will find
it again on page 2, line 3. I should like
to say to the Senator that I have just
written at my desk, and sent to the clerk
for printing, an amendment which pro-
ceeds on the theory that the committee
amendment will be agreed to, but if the
words “and other factors” include the
power to prevent utility rates going up,
either they should be retained in the
joint resolution, or some other specific
amendment should be added. The
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amendment I have asked to have printed,
and which will be printed and on Sen-
ators’ desks tomorrow, proposes at the
end of line 6, page 2, to add a proviso,
reading:

Provided, That no public utility rates of
a common carrier or other public utility on
September 15, 1042, shall be increased with-
out the consent of the President.

It seems to me such an amendment
would have the same effect as the lan-
guage stricken out by the committee.
That amendment would probably be un-
necessary if the Senate does not agree
to the committee amendment striking
out the words “and other factors”, and
provided also that the phrase “and other
factors” is sufficiently broad.

I offer the amendment because in the
act setting up the Office of Price Ad-
ministration we have left what seems to
me to be a loophole. In other words, if
we are going to prevent inflation, and
do so by controlling various factors which
enter into the cost of living, we have to
control all of them, or the effort will re-
sult in failure, That is the reason we
ought to include wages and cost of farm
operations, and we ought to include, also,
all public-utility rates, because everyone
knows that they enter very materially
into the cost of living. Yet under the
existing law as it now stands, the Price
Administrator has no jurisdiction what-
ever over public-utility rates. If re-
quested utility rate increases are granted
the price of water, telephone rates, and
price of electric licht and of gas, and
streetcar fares in various cities will go
up. In dozens of cities utilities are now
asking for increased rates. Unless we
take that matter into consideration, and
control utilities also, then any price
which is fixed by the Administrator, or,
if the measure before us is passed, by
the President, will simply not fit into
the scheme, and the whole matter will
be knocked into a cocked hat. I think
we will have to give to whoever is going
to handle this matter the right to pre-
vent public-utility rates from going up,
because increase in utility rates will
mean a rapid increase in the cost of
living.

Mr, BROWN. Mr. President, I will say
to the Senator from Nebraska that I am
in general agreement with his view, and
I think his amendment is better than the
original language of the measure. I wish
to point out, however, and this is prob-
ably what is in the mind of the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. TarT] who is on his feet,
that public-utility rates are at the present
time covered and controlled pretty largely
by various public-service commissions,
while there is a vast field in the wage
structure that is not covered, and there
is a considerable field, particularly in the
field of the price of food, that is not cov-
ered. The Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, of course, has complete jurisdic-
tion over railroad rates. The Federal
Power Commission has considerable au-
thority in its fleld, and I think practically
all the 48 States——

Mr, NORRIS. And the one thousand
municipalities,

Mr. BROWN. Yes. Ithink practically
every one of the 45 States has control.
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I understand there are States, however,
where telephone rates, for example, are
not controlled by any public-service com-
mission, and the reason why I, so far as
I am individually concerned, will support
the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska, is to cover those cases where
there is no present control, or the present
control is inadequate, and to establish
a general over-all policy of no rises he-
yond Sepitember 15, 1942, except in the
case of gross inequities, as the phrase is
in the bill.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Those who objected to the
phrase “other factors” had no particular
matter in view, but objected to the gen-
erality of the language, which may in-
clude everything one can think of, and
many things one cannot think of. There
is hardly a thing in the United States
which does not affect in some way the
cost of living, and I hope the Senator
from Nebraska will pursue his policy of
offering particular amendments on par-
ticular subjects.

For instance, on the question of rail-
road rates, if it should be proposed to
give the President power to supersede the
Interstate Commerce Commission and go
into the business of regulating all rail-
road rates, I think I should oppose such
a proposal. On the other hand, if it
should be proposed that in that case the
Interstate Commerce Commission should
not act to increase railroad rates without
the President’s approval, I think I would
support such a proposal. As I heard the
amendment of the Senator from Ne-
braska, I understood it to read that no
public-utility rates should be increased
without approval of the President. On
the other hand, it seems to me unwise,
where these things are already regulated,
to give the President power to step in and
decide the whole thing, and reduce, under
provisions of this measure, various rates
in different places. I think that would
be a mistake.

As I say, fundamentally, I think that
those who wanted this language taken
out were not objecting to any particular
matter, but felt that each thing should
stand on its own féet, and, if we were to
deal with it, we ought to deal with it
specifically, and not in general language
which could extend to everything one can
think of, such as, for example, insurance
and rates of interest. There is hardly a
single transaction of any kind that would
not fall under this provision. I may say
that the use of the word “prices” used
generally here, and not tied down to the
definition of the Price Control Act, may
well cover utility rates, the price of elec-
tricity, the price of gas, and the price of
water. I do not know. But I see no ob-
jection to the——

Mr. NORRIS. I think they ought to
be covered. That is all I care for; that
they be covered.

Mr. BROWN. Mr, President, in line
with what the Senator from Nebraska has
said, I may add that it was felt by the
committee that the words “and other
factors” affecting the cost of living were
pretty broad, and would bring in the serv-
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ices of a great many people, whose effect
upon the cost of living is inconsequential,
Therefore, I think the amendment which
the Senator from Nebrasks preposes is
better than the committee amendment
to cover the rather large field of public-
utility rates.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. 1 yield.
© Mr. ATKEN. Since my question seems
to have precipitated the discussion of
public-utility rates, I should like to ex-
plain that that was not the thought be-
hind my question at all. The measure as
reported by the committee proposes to
regulate labor and farm prices alone,
whereas 50 percent of the cost entering
into consumer goods lies in the distribu-
tion and the merchandising, rather than
in the labor and raw material costs. So
far as I can see, with the words “and
other factors” stricken out, there is no
control over the distribution costs. For
instance, the New York City consumer
of milk now pays, I believe, 18 cents for a
quart of milk which brings the producer
somewhere between 45 and 6 cents.
That 415 to 5 cents would be controlled.
Yet the 13-cent spread goes uncontrolled
under this measure It seems to me that
if its purpose is to control the cost of
living, those factors ought to be consid-
ered, and language dealing with them
should be placed somewhere in the bill. I
do not know just what the right wording
would be.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, ATKEN. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Those factors are in the
bill. The Price Administrator can tell
milk dealers the price at which retail
milk can be delivered.

Mr. ATKEN. I will say to the Senator
from Ohio that I do not question that, but
it is the method of distribution which
makes milk so expensive at the present
time. When there are six milk wagons
covering one street in the morning the
customer is made to pay for that method
of delivery, or it will be taken out of the
farmer. When deliveries of milk are
ordered to be made every other day, and
the milk wagon drivers say, “Yes, we will
make deliveries every other day, but you
are not going to lay off any of us, or re-
duce our pay,” that is a factor which
ought to be controlled.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the matter
of wages is covered in the measure. If
there are too many milk wagons, the dis-
tributors can be ordered to get rid of
some of them; otherwise they will go
broke. It seems to me the matter of
distribution is covered in the measure.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, BROWN. I yield.

Mr, LUCAS. I call the Senator's at-
tention to the language on page 1, lines
7 and 8, as follows:

Except as otherwise provided in this joint
resclution, such stabilization shall, so far as

practicable, be on the basis of the levels
which existed on September 15, 1942,

Am I to understand that that language
is to be liberally construed to the end that
the President, for instance, could go back
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of September 15—a number of days or
months in order to fix a salary or a wage
or a price?

Mr. BROWN. Yes; in section 3 of
the bill specific reference is made to that
proposition. If the Senator will permit
me to explain section 2 briefly, then we
will go into section 3, which I think is of
considerable importance.

Section 2 merely authorizes the Presi-
dent to use existing agencies in carrying
out the provisions of this measure, and
contains a specific power to suspend, as
may be necessary, section 3 of the price-
control measure insofar as it relates to
the four ceilings, which were placed in
the original price-control bill—110 per-
cent of parity, the 1919 to 1929 period,
the October 1, 1941, or December 15, 1941,
limitations.

The President may suspend those limi-
tations, which are in reality the sub-
stance of the measure insofar as it re-
lates to agriculture.

Section 3, to which the Senator from
Illinois alludes, contains the limitation
on the power of the President with re-
spect to farm prices. He may in no event
go below parity. I wish to put a period
right there on that sentence. In no

event may he go below parity in fixing

prices.

Second, he may not go below the mar-
ket price received by producers—that,
generally speaking, means the farmers—
for commodities between January and
September 15 of this year, with the right
in the Secretary to adjust for grade, loca-
tion, and seasonal differences. I wish to
make plain to the Senator that the sec-
ond limitation is subject to the “gross
inequity” exception. Clause 1, parity, is
not subject to the gross inequity provi-
sion. Clause 2 is. If a price is grossly
inequitable the President will not be re-
quired to follow strictly the injunction
in clause 2 on page 3.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator spoke of the
market price. I notice that the word
“market” is stricken out.

Mr. BROWN. I misspoke myself. I
meant the highest price received by pro-
ducers.

Mr. LUCAS. Does that mean the
highest prices in the various communi-
ties?

Mr. BROWN. Adjusted for grade, lo-
cation, and seasonal differentials. I be-
lieve that that formula is very well un-
derstood in the Department of Agricul-
ture. I know it is very well understood
by the Senator from Alabama [Mr, BANK-
uEAD], who is interested in that question.
That phrase is in practically all legisla-
tion relating to this subject matter.

The subsequent part of section 3
merely relates the processed article to
the raw commodity.

With respect to the language on page
4, lines 3 to 13, I should prefer to leave
that for later discussion, because it is
the committee’s compromise of the diffi-
cult and vexing question of farm labor.
That language was written by the senior
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O'Man-
onEY] as his judgment of a fair com-
promise on the question of farm labor,

and the committee adopted it just as he
wrote it. I believe consideration of it
should be deferred until we discuss the
amendment which is to be offered by the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS],

Section 4 applies, as nearly as practical,
the same limitations on the President
with respect to wages and salaries as are
contained in section 3 with respect to
farm prices. In substance, it preserves
for labor the provisions of the Fair Labor
Standards Act relating to minimum
wages, hours, and so forth and the right
of eollective bargaining confained in the
National Labor Relations Act, and pro-
vides that the President may not reduce
wages below the wages paid, at the high-
est level, between January 1 and Septem-
ber 15, 1942, unless he finds that those
wages are grossly inequitable. We se-
lected the phrase “gross inequities” to
control the action of the President and
confine it to those cases in which great
injustice is done, and in which a gross
difference between one wage and another
exists.

Section 5 fills in the gap which now
exists with respect to wage controls. The
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] and my-
self have on numerous occasions—usually
in his speeches and my interruptions of
his speeches—called the attention of the
country to the fact that there is a twi-
light zone where there is no authority on
the part of the Government to control
wages. That is in the field in which em-
ployer and employee themselves agree on
a wage schedule. Under existing law,
whenever a dispute arises the War Labor
Board can take care of the situation.
However, let us assume—and I believe
such cases are very few in number—that
some Government contractor should get
together with his employees and mulct
the Government by paying excessively
high wages; and suppose that situation
should escape the attention of the War
Department, the Navy Department, and
Mr. Nelson’s department. Such a situa-
tion might result in wages which could
not be controlled by any authority of law
now existent. So we say that—

No employer shall pay, and no employee
shall receive, wages or salaries in contraven-
tion of the regulations promulgated by the
President under this jl:lint. resolution.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Georcel might be interested in lines 10
to 15, on page 5, because they enter the
field of taxation. The language provides
that if wages are paid in contravention
of section 5, they may be disregarded by
the tax authorities of the United States
in allowing deductions for wages paid.
Similarly, excess wages will be disallowed
as costs both by the procurement and
price-control agencies of Government.
Senators will realize that these are pretty
strong penalties.

Subsection (b) makes all persons who
violate the provisions of a regulation un-
der this joint resolution subject to a fine
of not more than $1,000. No imprison-
ment is provided.

Section 6 relates to the termination
date, which is highly important. The
over-all date is June 30, 1944, a year from
next June. The custom of Congress in
providing for termination by Presidential
proclamation is also followed in the joint
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resolution; and, finally, there is a provi-
sion in the joint resolution to terminate
it by concurrent resolution of the Con-
gress. Some constitutional lawyers do
not agree that we have such power, but
the power is contained in a provision in
the joint resolution. I believe everyone
knows what that means; but I think I
ought to say for the ReEcorp and for the
press that if a majority of the Senate
and of the House should adopt such a
resolution, the act would be terminated.
If that power is constitutional, we could
terminate the act the day after it was
enacted. I know that the Senator from
Iowa differs with me on that proposition.
I shall not enter into the constitutional
argument. However, that power is con-
tained in the joint resolution; and, of
course, it has plenty of recent precedents
in statutes which we have enacted.
Section 7 (a) extends the life of the
Price Control Act for 1 year, from June
30, 1943, to June 30, 1944. So far as I
recall, there was no objection whatso-
ever in the committee, and I have heard
no objection on the part of any Member
of Congress to such extension. The origi-
nal termination in the Price Control Act
probably allowed too short a period.
Subsections (b) and (¢) are formal
only and for purposes of administration.
They confirm and relate to existing price
control regulations and orders. I should
add that in my judgment, and I feel sure
that the committee concurs, the same re-
sult would obtain even without these sec-
tions. Existing regulations and orders
would remain unaffected by this resolu-
tion, and future regulations and orders,
pursuant to this resolution, will be subject
to the standards, specialized procedures
for administrative and judicial review,
and penalties of the Price Control Act.
‘With respect to sections 8 and 9, I do
not desire now to make a statement upon
that subject matter, except to state what
the sections contain. . ; -
Sections 8 and 9 contain a mandatory
direction to the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration to increase loans on bhasic com-
modities and commodities which are the
subject of encouragement by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture for war production.
Sections 8 and 9 would increase the
authority under existing law by 5 per-
cent, from 85 to 90 percent. In the com-
mittee, as well as in the Senate, that is
a very controversial matter, and will
doubtless be thoroughly discussed sub-
sequently on the floor of the Senate.
Section 10 is of no major importance.
It merely provides that wages and salaries
shall include bonuses, which are ordi-
narily paid in December, during the
Christmas season, when adjustments of
wages are made on the basis of profits.
Pensions are often granted, and gifts of
insurance are often made. That custom
or practice is approved, and the Presi-
dent is directed to take such additional
payments into consideration in deter-
mining the level of the September 153,
1942, wage. Personal services, of course,
mean those services ordinarily rendered
by an employee to his employer.
Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. BROWN. I yield to the Sznator
from Texas,
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Mr. CONNALLY. I do not wish to in-
terrupt the Senator. He stated that he
wished to proceed without interruption.

Mr. BROWN. I will say to the Sena-
tor that that prohibition no longer ob-
tains.

Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator
believe that under the terms of the joint
resolution the President could change
the rate of salary of a State or Federal
official, whose salary is fixed by law?

Mr. BROWN. No; I believe not.

Mr. CONNALLY. Neither upward nor
downward?

Mr. BROWN. That is correct.

Mr. CONNALLY. I believe that is the
correct view. Salaries which Congress
has fixed by law certainly should remain
unchanged until the Congress itself
changes them.

Mr. BROWN. The joint resolution
contains no authority to change such
salaries.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Stnator yield?

Mr, BROWN. I Yield.

Mr. TAFT. Is it not fair to say that
no statutes can be set aside under sec-
tion 2 of the bill, in lines 18 and 20 on
page 2?

The language reads:

The President * * * may not under
the authority of this joint resolution suspend
any other law or part thereof.

Consequently the provision is not a
general one relative to salaries; it applies
to all congressional action.

Mr. CONNALLY. That may be.

Mr. BROWN. Let me say to the Sena-
tor from Texas that I think we have taken
care of the matter to which he called
my attention in connection with a letter
received from a constituent of his in
Texas. In other words, he moved the
somewhat slow and laborious machinery
of legislation sufficiently to get his ideas
written into the measure.

Mr. CONNALLY. Ithank the Senator.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, that is
all I have to say on the subject matter of
the joint resolution unless some other
Senator desires to ask me some furiher
question.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I
should like to ask a question, if the Sena-
tor will yield to me.

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. GILLETTE. The penalty provi-
sion, on page 5, of course, is limited to the
violation of regulations relative to wages
and salaries. Is it the thought of the
framers of the pending legislation that
the Price Control Act now on the statute
books carries a penalty provision suffi-
cient to meet other violations of regula-
tions?

Mr. BROWN. 1 think it does. It was
intended to, and the language is plain.
In addition, as the Senator well knows,
there is available in the United States
Code a rather severe penalty which takes
care of any violations of any acts of Con-
gress for the violation of which no pun-
ishment is otherwise provided.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr, President, if the
Senator will yield further, let me say that
it was because of the severity of the pro-
vision to which the Senator has referred
that I wondered about the matter.
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Mr. BROWN. Of course, the penalties
for violations of price-control regula-
tions are rather well worked out and are
available under the pending joint reso-
lution.

Mr. President, I shall conclude by say-
ing that it is my judgment that the joint
resolution would give the President sub-
stantially the authority for which he
asked in his message; and if the resolu-
tion be agreed to substantially as drafted,
I think it will give the administrative
authorities all the legal authority which
can be given them or which they desire
in order to do the job as they want to
do it.

I conclude with a word of caution to
the effect that this is not a matter in
which legal authority can do anything
more than 'assist in solving the tre-
mendous problem of the rising costs of
living.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Buxnker in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Michigan yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. DAVIS. I was out of the Cham-
ber for a part of the time during which
the able Senator was presenting his
statement on the joint resolution. I
should like fo ask him whether there is
to be a ceiling on the prices of all com-
modities, on farm prices, and on wages
and salaries.

Mr. BROWN. Yes; the joint resolu-
tion very generally would stabilize prices
and wages as they existed on September
15, 1942, with authority in the President
of the United States to correct “gross in-
equities,” as we say—glaring injustices in
either prices or wages—and with power,
where it is necessary to the effective
prosecution of the war, to let both wages
and prices go up.

Mr. DAVIS. I should like to have the
opinion of the Senator regarding the use
of the words “gross inequities.”

Mr. BROWN. We strove to find a
phrase which would enable the President
to stick as closely as reasonably possible
to the level of September 15, 1942. We
wanted to confine him to allowing in-
creases or decreases only in those cases
in which great injustice would otherwise
be done. I shall give the Senator one
example which we had in mind, an ex-
ample which I previously gave to the
Senate: Let us suppose that a contract
between an employer and his employees
had been made in 1939 to cover a 4-year
period, and that despite the rise in the
cost of living the laboring people have
stood by their contract and have con-
tinued to work at the wage level as of
1939. In that kind of a case, if that con-
tract extended over September 15, 1942,
we think that the President should have
the right to correct that inequity, because
those wage workers are entitled to higher
wages. They based their wages on the
1939 cost of living, and they are entitled
to base their wages on the cost of living
as of September 15, 1942,

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield? :

Mr, BROWN. I yield.
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Mr. LANGER. What the Senator has
said is true insofar as organized labor is
concerned; but what about unorganized
labor?

Mr. BROWN. The President would
have the same power to take care of un-
organized labor. The committee hear-
ings and the committee reports very
clearly set forth that point. Let me say
to the Senator that in the case of the
vast number of people whose wages lag
behind, let us say, the Little Steel for-
mula, they will have the right to ask that
their wages be brought up to that gen-
eral level.

Mr. LANGER. Let us take for example
a man who works in the dairy of a North
Dakota farmer or a man who works in
the harvest field. Is it the purpose to let
the President raise his wages also?

Mr. BROWN. Yes; I take it that we
shall quite fully discuss that point when
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Oklahoma is under consideration.
‘We hope that Congress will adopt the
plan that the President shall, in fixing
the prices of farm products, take into
consideration the increased cost of farm
labor to the farmer, and that he shall
establish his ceilings upon farm labor so
as to prevent any gross inequity from
being done to the farmer.

Mr. LANGER. What about farm ma-
chinery?

Mr. BROWN. We did not cover that
subject. I presume that the phrase
“other costs,” which is contained in what
I call the O'Mahoney amendment, would
cover the matter of farm machinery. We
say, “farm labor and other costs.” The
President is directed and authorized to
take those matters into consideration.

I do nof wanit to argue that question
now, because undoubtedly my good friend
the senior Senator from South Carolina
and his committee will bring before the
Senate an issue of that kind, and at that
time we shall go more fully into the
matter.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr, JOHNSON of California. What
does the Senator mean by the term “gross
inequities"”?

Mr. BROWN. I explained that to the
Senator from Pennsylvania by saying
that I should say a gross inequity existed
when a wage agreement had been made
some 3 or 4 years ago and had been ad-
hered to by labor and management, al-
though the cost of living had increased
during the intervening period, as we well
know it has. Under such circumstances
the wage earners should not be held to
the 1939 level of their wages.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I can
readily understand that, and the justice
of it appeals to me. However, what is the
Senator’s plan with respect to the
farmer?

Mr. BROWN. Let me say—and I
know that my friend the senior Senator
from South Carolina will point this out—
that if the farme. is faced with a large
increase in the cost of farm labor to him,
I think the President in fixing agricul-
tural prices must take into consideration
such an increase. I think the President
must do so first, because it is just, for
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otherwise it would be grossly inequi-
table—and we provide for that in the
O’Mahoney amendment—and, second,
because it is essential to the production
of agricultural products, and, of course,
their production is most essential to the
successful prosecution of the war. I
think that is the kind of inequity which
would give the President the right to let
farm prices go up in that instance, and
I think he would be required to let them
go up in that instance. I know that my
good friend the senior Senator from
South Carolina will say, “Well, we wou'd
be satisfied if we were administering it,
but we shall not be satisfied if the Presi-
dent is administering it.”

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, since I have been re-
ferred to, let me say that I think it is
the duty of Congress definitely to state
limitations, and not to leave the matter
to the diseretion and judgment of out-
side sources.

Mr. BROWN. I know that is the view
of the Senator. However, I believe we
have established fairly good guideposts
in the pending mesasure.

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield further?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. JOENSON of California. Does the
Senator think he provides a guidepost re-
garding the interpretation of the phrase
“gross inequities” when he leaves the de-
termination of the matter solely to the
discretion of one man?

Mr. BROWN. I find it difficult to
answer that guestion. The President is
the only man to whom we can leave it.
Certainly we cannot sit here as a court or
an administrative body and let wages and
prices go up or down; and certainly I
think it would be illogical to write a
further, definite, inflexible, unmovable
rule.

Mr. JOHNSON of California.
may be,

Mr. BROWN. I think we must leave it
to the President and to those to whom he
may delegate it.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. The
Senator proposes to leave it to the Ad-
ministrator, as he says. The Adminis-
trator would have the uncurbed discre-
tion to do as he might see fit.

Mr. BROWN. I do not agree with the
Senator,

Mr. JOHNSON of California.
not?

Mr. BROWN. Becalise the Adminis-
trator would be required to maintain
farm prices as of their level of Septem-
ber 15, 1942, or the highest point which
they reached from January 1, 1942, to
September 15, 1942—which is a little
helpful to cotton, let me say, and was put
in, in part, for that reason. That is the
Administrator’s general standard. If he
finds that in order effectively to prosecute
the war it is necessary to let farm prices
go up, or if he finds that the farm-labor
problem, which is a tremendous problem,
and I admit that, or other farm costs
make it impossible for the farmer to pro-
duce his goods at a reas.nable margin of
profit, then, in my judgment, he is not
rerely authcizzd but is required to take
that additional cest into eonsideration.

That

Why
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. The
language is transformed so as to provide
a distinet requirement, when there is no
such requirement in it. Is not that true?

Mr, BROWN. I do not like to argue
the question on the assumption that the
President is going to be unfair.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Oh, no;
there is no use of the Senator's and my
arguing, because he has talked for a long
time today, and, doubtless, he is tired and
weary of the whole subject.

Mr. BROWN. No. Ialwaysenjoyany
ideas the Senator from California pre-
sents.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I have
no ideas on the subject, but this language
certainly is peculiar. It is such as would
leave it in one man's hands to determine
what is meant by the requirement.

Mr. BROWN. The joint resolution
reads: |

That modifications shall be made in maxi-
mum prices established for any agricultural
commodity * * * in any case in which
it appears that “such modification is neces-
sary to Increase the production of such com-
modity for war purposes, or in which it is
satisfactorily shown that by reason of in-
creased labor or other costs to the producers
of such agricultural commodity, the maxi-

mum prices so estabiished will result in gross.

inequities.”

The President is authorized to make
such modifications. In such a case, if the
facts are presented to a responsible Goy-
ernment official and, if in his judgment
those facts exist, then he has no discre-
tion. He has discretion to determine
whether the facts exist.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. But the
proposed law gives him discretion in the
first instance.

Mr. BROWN. No; the Senator is
wrong about that. If the facts exist then
he shall make the modification.

Mr. JOHNSON of California.
is to determine,

Mr. BROWN. I do not know how we
could operate a democracy in any other
way.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. We
could certainly operate a demoeracy in
some other way than to permit one man
to determine questions of great impor-
tance to a large section of the com-
munity.

Mr. BROWN. I think it is utterly im-
possible for Congress to lay down any
other rule.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I am
not speaking of Congress for the mo-
ment, but it must be possible to prescribe
some rule of action which may be ful-
filled, and that such rule of action, when
it is fulfilled, will constitute a standard
and guide. To say that one man shall
determine the question involved, that he
shall determine whether inequity exists,
and the like, puts everything in the hands
of one man.

Mr. BROWN. How would my friend
from California do it?

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Idonot
know; I am not pretending to say how I
would do it. I would do it in a way dif-
ferent; there is no doubt about that.

Mr. BROWN. I do notdoubt the Sen~
ator’s statement.

But he
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I have asked the same question several
times in the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee of some who took the view of the
Senator from California, and, while the
junior Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Dananer] has an amendment he intends
to coffer, this is the best thought that
comes from a great majority on both
sides in the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, Republicans and Democrats, ma-
jority and minority alike, upon the sub-
ject matter.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. It seems
to me the gquestion might just as well be
left in abeyance as to say that when the
President thinks a gross inequity will
result he may do as he sees fit.

Mr. BROWN. No; I think the term
provides a sufficiently definite standard.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. He may
go in such direction as he sees fit.

Mr. BROWN. Thatisall I have to say
upon the subject.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I beg
the Senator’s pardon for bothering him.

Mr. BROWN. The Senator has not
bothered me at all.

Mr. JOHNSON of California, But this
particular language in this portion of the
joint rescolution struck me as being so
peculiar that I could not follow it; that
is all.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.
President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doesthe
Senator from Michigan yield to the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma., Before
the Senator from Michigan takes his seat,
let me say that I have offered an amend-
ment to the paragraph on page 4, at the
end of line 13. I have an engagement
of several days’ standing which I must
fill immediately. I do not expect to be
absent from the Senate Chamber more
than perhaps an hour or an hour and a
half. I donot wish to be preciuded from
offering my amendment, so I ask the
Senator from Michigan, in charge of the
bill, if it will be agreeable to consider
the other amendments first and then let
my amendment wait until later, so that
I will be sure to be present?

Mr. BROWN. The Senator’s amend-
ment has to do with his farm-labor
parity amendment?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Yes,

Mr. BROWN. So far as the Senator in
charge of the bill is concerned, that is
satisfactory to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will state that an order has already
been entered that committee amend-
ments shall first be considered.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. 1 yield to the Senator
from North Deakota.

Mr. LANGER. The President must
have figured out some way to carry out
this act if it is passed. Is not that
correct?

Mr. BROWN. Yes.

Mr. LANGER. I have offered an
amendment asking that the President
transmit to this body a statement show-
ing the method he will follow in fixing

Mr,
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wages, salaries, and prices. Isthere any
objection to having such information
sent in before the 1st of October?

Mr. BROWN. I am afraid, I will say
to the Senator from North Dakota, that
would be a very difficult way of legislat-
ing, to ask the President what he is go-
ing to do under certain powers granted
him before he takes action. I do not
think I could agree to such an amend-
ment. I am sorry; but very definite
guideposts are laid down in the joint
resolution and limitations beyond which
and below which the President may not
go. I think that is the best we can do
under the circumstances.

Mr. LANGER. Isit nottrue that under
this joint resolution the President can
have one board, for example, having to
do with wages and another board having
to do with prices?

Mr. BROWN. Yes; he could.

Mr. LANGER. Why should not the
same board handle all such questions?

Mr. EROWN. That would require a
new administrative set-up. The power
is lodged in the President and undoubt-
edly would have to be cleared through
his office. I should not want to attempt
by legislation to create an over-all board.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the first amendment re-
ported by the committee.

The first amendment reported by the
Committee on Banking and Currency
was, on page 1, line 4, after the word
“directed”, to strike out “to stahilize” and
insert “on or before November 1, 1942, to
issue a general order stabilizing.”

Mr. O'DANIEL, Mr. President, during
June, July, and August of this year I
traveled over the great State of Texas,
visiting hundreds of towns and cities and
visiting in the rural districts. I spoke to
about 800,000 people personally, in addi-
tion to other thousands on the radio, I
found that the thing uppermost in the
minds of all classes was the winning of
this terrible war. I found almost every-
body back of the war effort to the last
dollar, and the last man. I found amagze-
ment and downright resentment relative
to the confusion and muddling of im-
portant domestic problems by some of our
numerous Washington bureaucrats.

In addition to war worries, their next
big worry is the fear of losing our Ameri-
can form of representative democracy.
Recent events have increased their fears
along this line,

I want to state plainly that it is my
opinion that any basic change in our form
of government should be accomplished
only by the action of the majority of our
citizens. Until such action by the people
bas been taken, I intend to continue to
discharge my duties as a United States
Senator in strict accordance with our
Constitution. It may be that I do not
have in my possession a late, revised copy
of the Constitution of the United States,
but, according to the copy which I do
have, the authority to make laws still
rests in the hands of the legislative de-
pariment of government and not in the
executive department of government,

I reiterate what I have often said be-
fore, Mr. President, that.in the case of
war measures I intend to support our
President 100 percent, whether I think he
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is right, or whether I think he is wrong,
because the sovereign voters of our Na-
tion elected him as our Commander in
Chief and all the duties and responsibili-
ties of that office rest exclusively upon his
shoulders; but when it comes to domestic
matters I intend to contend for what I
believe to be right and for the best in-
terest of our people. On both war meas-
ures and domestic measures I intend to
uphold and defend the Constitution of the
United States of America.

There may be cases where a fine line
separates war measures from domestic
measures. Some purely domestic meas-
ures may have some bearing on the con-
duct of the war. In fact, almost every-
thing we now do has some bearing on
the war, but that does not necessarily
mean that every piece of legislation is a
war measure. We still have before us for
consideration the broad subject of price
control. Price control bears some rela-
tion to the war, but I do not consider
it exclusively a war measure. We could
fight a foreign enemy whether we had
price confrol or not.

When the question of price control leg-
islation first came before the Senate, I
expressed the opinion that I doubted the
advisability of attempting to prevent in-
flation and maintain a fair level of prices
by the method then proposed in the price
control bill. I stated at that time that I
would oppose the price-control bill un-
less provision were made to take out of
the bill some features which it then con-
tained, which, in my judgment, I believe
to be absolutely unfair to the great ag-
ricultural classes of this Nation. I then
expressed the opinion that if we under-
took to control prices by vesting the power
in some governmental bureau, we had as
well recognize that before the thing was
over, it would be necessary not only to
control the prices of a few things, as
then proposed, but to control the price
of everything. I expressed the opinion
then that to inaugurate a system of con-
trolling prices through orders issued by
some Government bureau would result in
building one of the largest departments
the Government had ever had, and that
this department would absolutely hold
the power of life and death over all
American business.

Incidentally, it also has its political-

implications and dangers.

I expressed the opinion that if, instead
of attempting to control prices by bu-
reaucratic board orders, we would pro-
ceed to pass an adequate tax bill and al-
low the Government to recapture all ex-
cess earnings of corporations and all ex-
cess earnings of individuals, we need not
have any grave fears, at least for the im-
mediate future, insofar as inflation was
concerned. But the Congress decided to
proceed with the consideration of the
price control bill, and I joined with others
in an effort to so amend the bill as to
take out of it some phases which I deemed
most unfair to agriculture, and when this
was accomplished, I voted for the price-
control bill,

Another reason why I hesitated in the
beginning to give my approval to the
general idea of controlling prices by Gov-
ernment order was that I thought I real-
ized then the vast undertaking which
we had ahead of us if we sought to pro-
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ceed along this route, and I also thought
I knew something about the tremendous
hazards which come to all lines of busi-
ness and industry, including agriculture,
when there is vested in one governmental
agency the power to do all these things.

We today face the situation of Con-
gress having been told by the President
that it is absolutely necessary to imme-
diately establish control over all agricul-
tural prices in order that a period of
ruinous inflation may be avoided. I am
in full agreement with the idea that
whenever the Government sets out on
the task of controlling prices by Gov-
ernment order, it inevitably reaches the
place where it must control all prices of
both goods and services, and it must at
the same time control the price of all
labor that goes into these goods and
services.

We .are now told that the prices of
all goods and services must be stabilized.
We are told that a ceiling must be fixed
on the prices of all agricultural commodi-
ties. It seems to me, however, simple
justice requires that in any effort to
stabilize prices the farmers, the cattle .
raisers, the sheep and goat raisers, the
dairymen, poultry raisers, and those who
produce fruits and vegetables, should be
given a fair deas.

It seems to me that if our Government
is to engage in picking out certain seg-
ments of our population and become the
guardian of their personal welfare, it
should, as time goes on, extend the serv-
ice, with the idea in mind of eventually
becoming the paternal guardian of the
personal welfare of each and every seg-
ment of our population. Of course, such
a policy pursued to its fullest extent
would mean state socialism, and pursued
only partially would mean class favorit-
ism. I am opposed to such a course,
followed either partially or fully. Never-
theless, we have already embarked on
such a course. The gquesticn before us
now is whether we shall expand our ac-
tivities along this line, Let us see what
has already happened.

All Senators are familiar with the fact
that there has been set up by Executive
order the War Labor Board, and I am
sure they are reasonably familiar with
most of the decisions which this Board
has rendered. One thing stands out in
the decision: of this Board on the gues-
tion of wages; that is, generally the
stabilization process, when worked out
according to their formula, has been, in
many cases—in fact, in most cases—a
process of wage increases. It is true
that in a number of cases wage increases
have been denied, or possibly better de-
seribed as postponed, but in most cases
they have been granted. It seems that
they have adopted a somewhat general
policy, first, of equalizing wages as be-
tween wage earners in different indus-
tries; second, of giving wage increases of
about 15 percent, on the theory that the
cost of living has advanced approxi-
mately that amount. :

If we have adopted this policy toward
wage earners, why not consider adopting
the same policy toward farmers, inas-
much as they are in fact also wage
earners? If we apply- this theory to
agriculture, then I think we must reach
the basic conclusion that before we at-
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tempt by law to stabilize agricultural
prices we must first equalize the earn-
ings of those who are engaged in farm-
ing, livestock raising, and other agricul-
tural pursuits with the earnings of other
groups of our citizens who are engaged
in other lines of business and industry.

Right here let us consider the relative
position of farmers as compared to non-
farmers. In giving this farm matter
consideration, let us eliminate from the
discussion the deceptive and misleading
words “parity prices.” I say “deceptive”
and “misleading” advisedly, because the
average citizen listening to a discussion
of farm prices would naturally construe
the phrase “100 percent parity price” to
mean a fair price and would construe
110 percent parity price” to be excessive.
The real fact is that if farmers receive
“100 percent parity prices” their per
capita income is approximately only 26
percent of the per capita income of non-
farmers,

According to the United States De-
partment of Agriculture, Bureau of Agri-
cultural Economics, as published in July
1941, the per capita income of our farm
and ranch population was $183. This
included all cash income, including Gov-
ernment payments. It made allowances
for the value of the homes used by the
farmers. It even charged the farmers
with the value of that part of their own
crops which they consumed. For the
same period the per capita income of our
nonfarm population was §$700. That
means that the per capita income of
farmers is approximately 26 percent of
the per capita income of nonfarmers.

Surely, Mr. President, very few people
would be so unreasonable as to contend
that the prices of farm and ranch prod-
ucts should be frozen at a level which
would sentence that important segment
of our population to a life of drudgery
from 10 to 12 hours per day at only ap-
proximately 26 percent of the per capita
income of our nonfarm population. One
hundred percent parity prices mean sub-
stantially such a sentence. Not only has
our farm population been reduced to pe-
onage existence, but, Mr. President, sta-
tistics published by the United States De-
partment of Commerce show that during
the past 20 years the equity owned by our
farm population in their farms, ranches,
stock, and equipment, has been reduced
from $68,000,000,000 to $33,000,000,000.
Thus we have the double ghastly calam-
ity of seeing our farm population re-
ceive only approximately 26 percent of
the per capita income of our nonfarm
population, but at the same time we see
these farmers lose more than half the
capital, or equity, they held 20 years ago.

Mr. President, in my opinion this farm
situation presents a most serious and
alarming problem. Perhaps we will
learn, all too late, that instead of Con-
gress now considering ceilings for farm
and ranch products, we should be adopt-
ing means of averting a serious food
shortage. Texas is the largest agricul-
tural State in this Nation, and conditions
there are grave and serious indeed. We
also have large ranches capable of pro-
ducing livestock. We hear a great deal
of talk about the tremendous increase
in the price of livestock, but the figures
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of the United States Government itself
show that the value of all farm animals
on the farms of this Nation in 1941 was
$3,000,000,000 less than the value 20 years
ago. With farming and ranching in this
impoverished condition, and the per
capita income of farmers approximately
only 26 percent of the income of non-
farmers, we are now giving consideration
to freezing this disparity permanently.

If we consult any available statistics
we find virtually the same glaring differ-
ences between farm workers and factory
workers. I hasten to say, Mr. President,
that I am not complaining that factory
wages are too high. I am merely draw-
ing comparisons to show the deplorable
wages being received by our farm popu-
lation.

A few days ago I was reading a bulletin
entitled “Three Decades of Farm Labor,”
issued by the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
and it contains this rather startling
statement:

The equity which farmers own in lands
which they cultivate has gradually, year by
year, been decreasing until today they have
an equity of less than 40 percent in these
farms.

It also carries the statement that in
1938 the average annual wage of farm
workers was only 27 percent of the aver-
age wage of factory workers. According
to figures of the United States Depart-
ment of Labor in July 1941, the average
wage paid to farm laborers per month
was $45. This wage, on the average, has
increased some since that time. If we
take all manufacturing industries, both
the high wage and the low wage indus-
tries, and average them, we find, accord-
ing to figures given in the Monthly Labor
Review of August 1942, that the average
earnings in all manufacturing plants was
$144 a month. In other words, it was
three times the earnings of a man work-
ing on the farm.

The recent Handbook of Labor Statis-
tics issued by the Department of Labor
shows that a study of 117 occupational
groups of employees employed by the
Federal Government indicates that they
earn an average of $156 a month—almost
four times the average earnings of the
man employed on the farm. Look where
we will, make any comparison we desire,
we reach an inescapable conclusion, that
those employed on the farms, ranches,
and dairies of this Nation, even with the
increased prices they are now receiving
for what they produce, are still living on
a starvation income.

As I have already stated, since we have
started out on the plan of regulating by
law the prices of commodities, I realize, of
course, that it is inevitable that we must
regulate the prices of all commodities, of
all services, and all earnings, and since
that division of the Government which
thus far has been entrusted primarily
with responsibility for the question of
wages—the War Labor Board—has laid
down as one of the basic principles upon
which it operates, an equalization of
earnings within industries and a recog-
nition of the factor of the cost of living
in determining wages, it seems to me we
must in simple justice, in considering any
legislation designed to stabilize farm
prices, take into consideration the present

7211

per capita earnings of those of our citi-
zens who live on the farms.

I think it is essential that we do this
to secure justice to this group of our citi-
zens, and if we fail to do it, the ranks of
those now engaged within the field of
agriculture will constantly be depleted by
a drift of all available farm labor, both
old and young, male and female, to other
industries with the ultimate result that
we may face not a local but a general
shortage of all the products of agriculture
and livestock raising throughout the Na-
tion, which means that we may face a
shortage of something to eat and some-
thing to wear.

If the war is to be fought to a success-
ful conclusion, certainly it is imperative
that we maintain at a high standard the
ability of those who are engaged in the
livestock industry, the dairy industry,
and general farming to produce for the
Nation and our Allies those things which
we must have. The State of Texas pro-
duces more wool than any other State
in the Union; and we produce more mo-
hair than all the other States in the
Union. Texas is one of the large pro-
ducers of beef cattle. We are develop-
ing large dairy herds, and at the request
of the Government we are increasing the
production of hogs. We are producing a
large portion of the citrus fruits grown
in this Nation. We produce large quanti-
ties of vegetables which are canned and
shipped out of the State. Therefore,
Texas has a broad, general interest in
every phase of this great agricultural
situation. But the citizens of Texas do
not desire to be rated as a favored class,
neither do they desire to be rated as a
class to be discriminated against.

By what system of reasoning do we ar-
rive at the conclusion that the Federal
Government should pass a law and set up
the National Labor Relations Board, as
it did long before the war started, and use
this Board, as it has, primarily for the
purpose of furthering the unionization of
industry on the theory that this would be
beneficial to the employee, and then pass
a wage-and-hour law designed, as the
law states, to raise and equalize the
standard of living in all industries, and
then in the war emergency appoint a War
Labor Board which has assumed the
authority to direct industry to increase
wages on the theory that it was necessary
to equalize earning power?

1 say, by what theory can we do all
these things and then deny that this
same Government of ours has the respon-
sibility to equalize the earnings of those
engaged in various fields of agriculfure
with those engaged in other lines of work?
By what theory can we arrive at the
conclusion that the average employee in
the factory should earn $144 per month
for working about 8 hours a day and that
the average man employed on the farm
should earn $45 per month for working
10 or 12 hours a day? Regardless of how
we compare earnings, whether it bs to
compare the earnings of the owners and
operators of farms or to compare the
earnings of day labor or of monthly labor
employed in agriculture with earnings of
persons employed in other lines of work,
this great discrepancy in earning power
still exists. To my mind, one of the
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greatest problems which faces the Na-
tion today is the problem of putting
agriculture on a fair basis of earning
power with other lines of business and
industry. It serves no purpose to talk
about how much the earning power of
agriculture has increased due to the in-
crease of prices of farm commodities, be-
cause even with this increase the average
worker on the farm today, or the average
owner of the farm today, is earning ap-
proximately 26 percent of what is earned
by similar effort in other lines of en-
deavor.

It may be contended that this is no
time to undertake to equalize and to in-
crease the earning power of our citizens.
It may be argued that we have the one
big job which is paramount to every-
thing else, and that is to win the war. It
may be argued that this is no time for
sceial reform. With all these suggestions
I have a somewhat sympathetic interest,
but I want to see some of the social re-
forms, and some of the equalization
schemes, and some of the other things
designed to increase the earnings of all
the highly organized and highly union-
ized groups in this Nation stopped before
we put a lid on agriculture when it is as
far down the scale as it is now. Simple
justice demands that the first thing we
do is to equalize agriculture with other
industries and then stabilize it. If the
general economic conditions will not par-
mit this to be done 100 percent, then we
should go as far as sound business judg-
ment dictates toward accomplishing this
purpose, and certainly we should call a
halt, and we should do it now, to the con-
stant increase in the flow of income to
all the other classes of our citizens and
then hope to prevent inflation by placing
an absolute lid on the price of all farm
commodities.

Again I wish to emphasize this fact:
It is true the gross income of the farms
and ranches has gone up during the last
2 years; it is also true that there has
been some small increase in the net in-
come of this group; but the big question
is not how much the increase has been;
the big question is, Where is farm in-
come now? FEven with these increases,
where does agriculture stand? That is
something we cannot forget.

There is another thing which we must
remember. After the thousands upon
thousands of young men have been called
into the Army from the farms, if these
farms and ranches are to continue to
operate at full capacity, these young men
must be replaced in most cases by hiring
older men, and as the owners of the
farms and ranches seek to hire older
men, they find themselves in competition
with all lines of industry which are con-
stantly bidding up the price of labor.
If we do not leave a fair margin of profit
to those who are producing the hogs,
those who are operating the dairies of
this country, those who are growing the
sheep, those who are producing grain
and cotton, it will simply be impossible
for them to carry on and produce not
only what the Nation must have but
what the world must have in the way of
food and clothing.

When we talk about the prices of farm
Products being on a basis of parity or
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above parity, the question naturally
arises, Parity with what? And the an-
swer is, it is parity with a previous
starvation period of agriculture as com-
pared with other industries. It is true
that to say that agriculture should be
allowed to earn on a basis comparable
with what it earned from 1909 to 1914
is better than to say that agriculture
should earn on a basis comparable with
what it earned in 1933 at the bottom of
the depression, but the earning of agri-
culture during the time parity prices
were being established was then far be-
low what it should have been as a matter
of equity and justice as compared with
other lines of business and industry, and
g; still remains far belew what it should
e.

If the Government should take the
position that it is not the responsibility
of Government in any case to look after
the individual earning eapacily of.its
citizens or in any case to equalize these
madtters, then it might remain consistent
and say that it is not the responsibility
of Government to bring the earnings of
citizens engaged in agriculture up to the
standard of earnings of citizens engaged
in other lines of endeavor. But, if I am
correctly informed, our Government dur-
ing recent years has most definitely as-
sumed that it was the responsibility of
Goyernment to serve as an equalization
agency between different groups of wage
earners throughout the Nation, and that
it was the responsibility of Government
to increase wages and earnings where
they were subnormal, and unless the
Government is now ready to abandon
this philoscphy, then I think it should
be consistent snd apply it toward agri-
culture

When we consider the figures which I
mentioned some moments ago, with ref-
erence to the farmer’s income, we must
remember that in order to produce this
meager income he must have some in-
vestment. If he owns the farm, he has
an investment in the buildings and im-
provements on the farm; if he does not
own the farm, he at least has an invest-
ment in the equipment and other facili-
ties necessary to carry on production.
Certainly his income for similar effort
should be equal to the income of a laborer
in the manufacturing industry who has
no invesiment whatever.

There is another phase of this question
of fixing prices on agricultural products
which I should like to discuss very briefly,
It seems to me reasonable to say that,
regardless of how desirable an objective
may be, before it is undertaken to accom-
plish it by law, it must be certain that
it is possible to attain the objective by
this method. I have talked with a great
many cattle raisers and they point out
to me the fact that if the Government
undertakes to fix the ceiling prices on
pork, mutton, and beef, unless it puts
a floor under the prices of hogs, lambs,
and cattle and requires the buyers to
pay at least a minimum, the result will
be that whatever price is fixed as a ceil-
ing will be passed back to the farmer,
with the result that probably the price
of beef or pork or of other such commodi-
ties may go down to the consumer, but
the producer will be required to carry all

SEPTEMBER 21

the cost of distribution, and I think
inevitably this is true.

In other words, I think if it is de-
sired to protect producers, some way
must be found to guaraniee that each
pound of livestock sold on the market
will bring at least a specified price. The
same producers also point out to me that
when we consider the fact that all types
of livestock are sold in so many different
grades and that the human equation
enters so largely into the determination
of the grade in which a certain load of
beef cattle or hogs belongs, it would be
almost impossible to enforce any mini-
mum price for every grade of livestock
which is to be sold. Without such mini-
mums being established, of course, the
buyer would have the option of forcing
all livestock sold down to the lowest
minimum.

Those engaged in the packing in-
dustry have explained to me many of
the problems which they would face if
an attempt were made by law to put
a ceiling price on all the various types
and cuts of beef which are sold. If we
concede that the fixing of prices on all
livestock and dairy products is desirable,
there is grave doubt in my mind that it
is administratively possible to accom-
plish the purpose without sericus in-
justice to somebody somewhere down the
line. That somebody will likely be the
producer. With world conditions such as
they are today, we cannot afford to ex-
periment very much with such a wvital
matter as the production of food.

Coming, as I do, from one of the great
agricultural States of this Nation, where
a large portion of our people are engaged
in this industry, I feel that I have the
responsibility, as their representative in
the United States Senate, to place be-
fore the United States Senate these facts,
because they affcet vitally my own peo-
ple, and they affect vitally the interest
and welfare of the whole Nation and the
whole war effort. An impoverished agri-
culture cannot do its part toward win-
ning the war. So far as I am con-
cerned, I am willing to go along and aid
in working out any reasonable plan
which is fair and honest to the great
agricultural interests of this Nation
and offers equity and justice to all our
citizens.

There is no group of people in Texas,
regardless of whether they be farmers,
merchants, manufacturers, or industrial-
ists, who want any special favors shown
to them by the Government in this great
world crisis; and I think it is unfair in
the extreme to say, or to insinuate, that
the great agricultural classes of this Na-
tion, in Texas or in any other State, are
seeking to profiteer out of the war. Year
by year, the great agricultural industry
of the United States has not only spent
all of its income, but for the past 20 years
it has been progressively spending its
capital to the extent that it has reduced
its capital from $68,000,000,000 20 years
ago to $33,000,000,000 now. Today the
farmers throughtout the Nation are not
only feeding our own people but the
world, and they are deing it for an in-
come and a compensation of approxi-
mately 26 percent of the per capita
income of our nonfarmers. When it is
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said, or insinuated, that there is a tinge
of profiteering in it, a rank injustice is
done to this great class of our people.

As 1 stated a moment ago, it may be
that in the grave crisis which the Na-
tion faces we are not now able to correct
all the injustices which our economic
system has forced upon the farmers, but
there is at least one thing we can do,
and that is to see that we at least head in
the right direction and do not go back-
ward. If we are to have a ceiling price
placed on everything the farmer has to
sell, then so far as I am concerned, I in-
sist that we accomplish this purpose by
specific law, and not by some loosely
worded piece of general legislation which
delegates to some other agency of gov-
ernment the authority to solve the prob-
lem. If the Congress of the United
States decides that this job shall be done,
then let us write a law which will do if,
and not simply pass the buck by delegat-
ing to somebody else the authority to
do it.

Let us at the same time write into the
same law legislation which will be just
as definite and just as specific o control
wages and earnings in all lines of indus-
try. I am opposed to making the farm-
ers of this country guinea pigs to be used
in experimentation by theoretical bureau-
crats, whose number is constantly in-
creasing.

Let me close with this statement: The
question is not how much the income of
agriculture has increased. The question
is, How do the earnings of the great farm-
ing and ranching class of our people
today compare with the earnings of other
people who render similar service?
From this standpoint the current facts
drive us to the inevitable conclusion that
even with today’s agricultural prices the
great farming and ranching class of this
Nation has an earning standard of only
approximately 26 percent of that of those
engaged in other lines of industry.

The second important fact which I
think we should remember is that if we
have a responsibility in this matter to set
a ceiling on the price of all farm com-
modities, then we must so accomplish it
that at the same time we set the ceiling
we will also set a floor, so that all the
expense of holding down farm prices will
not be rolled back on the farmers. The
third thing which I think is important
is this: Whatever we do, we should do
it by law, specifically and definitely, and
not by delegating the job to some Gov-
ernment bureau to do for us.

Fourth, at the same time we put a ceil-
ing by law on the cost of living, we must
in the same law put a ceiling on wages,
and not leave that matter in the hands
of a partisan board which probably will
be dominated by highly organized groups
of labor. If we are to regulate prices of
farm commodities by law, then let us reg-
ulate wages by law, and nof merely dele-
gate the power to somebody else to
regulate wages. .

I do not believe that any State in the
Union, or any class of citizens in the
Union, has a monopoly on patriotism. I
believe that the willingness to fight for
this country and, if necessary, to die for
it, is an inherent trait of almost all our
people everywhere. I do not believe that
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the great rank and file of labor in this
Nation want to profiteer. I do not be-
lieve the great rank and file of employers
of this Nation want to profiteer. I do
not believe that the great rank and file
of the farmers of this Nation want to
profiteer. I believe that all classes and
groups of our people stand ready to make
any sacrifice which is necessary to carry
this war through to a successful conclu-
sion; but while I believe this is true, I
also believe that it is the responsibility
of the Congress of the United States to
see that no law is passed which will re-
quire an unfair sacrifice to be made by
our farm and ranch population, or any
other particular class or group of our
people,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the first com-
mittee amendment, on page 1, beginning
in line 4.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next
amendment reported by the committee
will be stated.

The next amendment was, on page 1,
line 6, after the word “wages”, to strike
out “salaries, and other factors” and in-
sert “and salaries.”

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, if we are
to vote on the amendments, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Glass O'Daniel
Andrews Green O'Mahoney
Austin Gufley Overton
Balley Gurney Pepper

Ball Hatch Radcliffe
Bankhead Hayden Reed

Earkley Herring Reynolds
Bilbo Hill Russell
Brewster Holman Schwartz
Bridges Johnson, Calif. Shipstead
Brooks Johnson, Colo. Smathers
Brown Kilgore Smith
Bunker La Follette Spencer
Burton Langer Taft

Butler Lee Thomas, Idaho
Byrd Lodge Thomas, Okla.
Capper Lucas Thomas, Utah
Caraway McCarran Truman
Chandler McFarland Tunnell
Clark, Idaho McKellar Tydings
Clark, Mo McNary Vandenberg
Connally Maloney Van Nuys
Danaher Maybank Wagner

Davis Mead Wallgren
Downey Murdock Walsh

George Murray White

Gerry Norris Wiley

Gillette Nye ‘Willis

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-
four Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

Mr, OVERTON. The pending amend-
ment is, on page 1, line 6, after the word
“wages”, to strike out “salaries, and other
factors” and insert “and salaries”; is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes,

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, this
is the first occasion in which the word
“salaries” is used in the measure; and I
desire to talk for a few minutes regard-
ing salaries. Of course, in my opinion
it is very proper and very wise to under-
take to stabilize prices and to undertake
to stabilize wages; and the purpose of
the joint resolution is so to stabilize
prices and wages that, so far as practi-
cable, the stabilization shall be on the
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basis of levels which existed on Septem-
ber 15 of this year. I see no particular
olf:ljection to that; in fact I am in favor
of it.

Then the joint resolution proceeds
with reference to prices and wages to
provide specifically that there can be
no lowering of prices and wages below
the highest paid during the present
year—that is, from January 1 to Septem-
ber 15. There is no objection to that.

However, when we go further than
that, and when the Congress undertakes
to deal with salaries, and when it gives
to the President the injunction that, re-
gardless of the amounts of the salaries
which are paid, salaries shall be so stabi-
lized that they shall not be reduced be-
low the highest paid during the present
year, I think we are undertaking legis-
lation which is unwise, unsound, and
impracticable.

I have before me a report made as of
September 17, 1942, by the Secretary of
the Treasury in connection with salaries
paid by corporations to their employees
during the last fiscal year. The report
deals with salaries of $75,000 and over.
It shows the payment by corporations to
their employees of salaries ranging from
$75,000 per annum to over $700,000 per
annum. When I say “salaries” I include
bonuses—the total compensation for
personal services ranging from $75,000
to over $700,000.

Mr. President, I do not think we should
declare as one of the purposes of the
joint resolution that there shall be no
reduction of such stupendous salaries or
of any salary which rises above a wage
level unless the President were to deter-
mine that a case of gross inequity exists;
for in the pending measure the only ex-
ception to the mandate of Congress to
the President with reference to salaries
is that there can be no modification or
lowering of salaries as of September 15,
or the highest paid from January 1 up
to September 15 of this year, except to
the extent that the President may find
such action necessary in order to correct
some gross inequity.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, OVERTON. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. I merely desired to
ask how many salaries the Secretary of
the Treasury reported as being between
$75,000 and $700,000.

Mr. OVERTON. I have not counted
them. Of course, the report deals only
with salaries paid by corporations to em-
ployees; but there are some 47 pages of
closely typewritten matter dealing with
such salaries; so, of course, the total
number is up into the hundreds.

However, over and above that, there
are the $50,000 salaries, the $40,000 sala-
ries, the $25,000 salaries, and the $10,000
salaries; and I shall go further than that,
down to the $5,000 salaries.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. OVERTON. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. I am very much inter-
ested in what the Senator is saying; be-
cause I very well recall that on various
occasions the President of the United
States has stated his position to be that
no salaries shall exceed $25,000. Does
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the Senator say that the pending meas-
ure now authorizes the payment of a sal-
ary of $75,000 to an individual, and that
the President could not decrease such a
salary?

Mr. OVERTON. TUnless some gross in-
eguity were to exist.

Now I shall read what the joint resolu-
tion has to say with reference to salaries.

Mr, VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
beiore the Senator does that, will he yield
to me so that I may comment on the
Treasury report?

Mr. OVERTON. Very well; I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. While I entirely
agree with what the Senator has said
about such altitudinous salaries, I think
it is a little unfortunate that such infor-
mation goes out to the people of the
country; because I think it is quite mis-
leading. I am not charging the Senator
with being misleading.

Mr. OVERTON. I have not given any
of the details.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The figures are
gross-income figures. I can assure the
Senator and I can assure every one of the
high-salaried drawers of the country that
by the time the Senate Finance Com-
mittee gets through with the tax bill the
figures which the Senator has just now
read will look like the proverbial 30 cents.
I think that when Government reports
are made, it would be so much more in-
formative to the country if they some-
times were made on the net basis instead
of on the gross basis; because it is obvi-
ous that a statement made on the gross
basis does not present the true picture.

Mr. OVERTON. The point raised by
the Senator from Michigan relates to
the revenue bill which is pending be-
fore the Finance Committee, of which
the Senator is a very able, efficient, and
effective member, and that question will
arise when the revenue bill comes before
the Senate for consideration.

However, the gquestion now before us
is whether we shall instruct the Presi-
dent of the United States that he cannot
reduce any of these salaries below the
level of the highest paid during this
year.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield so as to permit me
to make one more observation?

Mr. OVERTON. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Of course, what
I said deals primarily with the tax bill;
but I was trying to comment on a mat-
ter which has long lingered in my mind,
and which should be discussed in con-
nection with the Government report
which the Senator is using; because I
think the people receive a totally er-
ronecus idea regarding our economic
balance.

For instance, the able senior Senator
from New Mexico has just referred to the
suggestion which has so frequently come
from the Chief Executive, that personal
incomes should be limited to $25,000.
There are in this country millions of
persons who think we could solve all our
economic difficulties if we would just do
that simple little thing. That suggestion
is constantly being thrown out, and it is
an allurement. However, the Treasury
Depariment reports that if we were to
confiscate every penny of every income
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in the United States above $25,000, and
then if we were to apply all the proposed
high tax rates to the balance, we would
pay the war bill for just 4 days and 10
hours.

All T am pleading for is for informa-
tion which will let the American people
understand the horrible extent of the
fiscal burden which exists and which
they must be prepared to bear; and I
think that sometimes a little franker in-
formation in Government reports would
lead to a somewhat more acute under-
standing upon the part of the people.

Mr. OVERTON. The Senator from
Michigan may be correct in that regard,
but I do not like to be diverted from the
purpose which I had in mind, and which
we had in mind with respect to the pro-
visions of the joint resolution relative to
salaries,

Mr. VANDENBERG. I apologize to
the Senator.

Mr. OVERTON. When I conclude I
shall make a suggestion with respect to
an amendment which I think should be
offered; and let me say to the Senator
that it is not to authorize and direct the
President to reduce all salaries to
$25,000,

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I was
very glad to hear the remarks of the
Senator from Michigan, for I think they
were very informative and will be very
helpful to the country, but I was puzzled
by what the Senator from Louisiana was
saying. In view of the fact that the
President has said that we ought to limit
incomes to $25,000, and the Senator from
Louisiana is saying that we are about to
freeze incomes at the highest possible
figure, I merely wanted information on
that subject.

Mr. BARKLEY., Mr. President, if the
Senator from Louisiana will yield, in that
connection the President’s recommenda-
tion with respect to a $25,000 limitation
was a recommendation made in regard to
the tax bill, and such a $25,000 limita-
tion would be after all taxes. He has not
recommended that we attempt to deal
with that question in the pending meas-
ure.

Mr. OVERTON. Mr, President, quot-
ing the provisions of the joint resolution
as they relate to salaries in section 1,
they are:

That in order to ald in the effective prose-
cution of the war, the President is authorized
and directed, on or before November 1, 1942,
to lssue a general order stabilizing prices,
wages, and salaries, affecting the cost of liv-
ing: and, except as otherwise provided in this
joint resolution, such stabilization—

That is, the stabilization of salaries—

shall, so far as practicable, be on the basis
of the levels which existed on September 15,
1942,

In section 4, page 4, the joint resolution
provides:

Sec. 4. No action shall be taken under au-
thority of thir joint resolution with respect
to % * * galaries * * * (3) for the
purpose of reducing the * * * salaries
for any particular work below the high-
est * * * galaries pald therefor between
January 1, 1942, and September 15, 1942:
Provided, That the President may, without
regard to the limitation contained in clause
(2)—
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That is the clause I have just read—

adjust salaries to the extent that he finds
necessary to correct gross inequities.

Section 5, on page 5, provides:

Bec. 6. (a) No employer shall pay, and no
employee shall receive, * * * salaries in
contravention of the regulations promul-
gated by the President under this joint
resolution,

That is the case presented by the joint
resolution. The President of the United
States is instructed to stabilize salaries so
as not to reduce them below the highest
amount being paid during the present
year up to September 15, unless he finds
8 gross inequity to exist, and, in order to
eorrect such gross inequity, then he may
proceed to reduce salaries. 'There is an
inhibition against any employer paying
or any employee receiving a salary in
contravention of the joint resolution and
the orders issued by the President
thereunder.

All that I suggest be done, by way of
a very simple amendment, is this: In the
proper place, add a new section, reading
as follows:

SectioNn —. Nothing in this joint resolu-
tion shall be construed to prevent the reduc-
tion by any private employer of the salary of
any of his employees which is at the rate of
£5,000 or more per annum,

I place it at $5,000 because I think that
is above any wage scale that is paid or
any annual wages received by any
laborer.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield to me?

Mr. OVERTON. I am very glad to
yield to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. BROWN. We discussed this mat-
ter very briefly in the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, and I think it was gen-
erally believed by the members of the
committee that the Sznator from Louisi-
ana had placed his finger on a rather
vital matter. Personally, I am very
much inclined to go along with the
amendment. We were thinking all the
time of preventing increases, and, of
course, we tried, all the way through, to
stabilize wages and salaries as of a defi-
nite date. While the amendment would
violate that principle, we are not much
concerned about arrangements made be-
tween an employer and an employee with
respect to salaries above $5,000. I am
not speaking for the commitiee, but,
speaking for myself, I am agreeable to
accept the Senator’s amendment.

Mr. OVERTON. That is very satisfac-
tory, and at the proper time I shall offer
the amendment. I understand it is not
now in order.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, as the
Senator from Louisiana offered this
amendment in the commitftee originally,
it included not only private salaries but
included Government salaries. I ex-
pressed to him my opposition to any pro-
vision that puts Government employees,
which would include Members of the Sen-
ate and of the House of Representatives
and all others on the public pay roll, in
a special sacred class, upon an island of
safety, so that the President could not
touch any of them. I objected to that.
I have no objection to the amendment
the Senator has suggested, and I under-
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stand the Senator from Michigan has
no objection, I think it ought to be
stated, however, that there is nothing
in the joint resolution that would pre-
vent any employer from reducing a
salary, whether above $5,000 or below
$5,000.

Mr, OVERTON. I do not agree with
the Senator in that regard. It could
not be done; an employer could not do
it, and an employee could not do it,
under the express provisions of the joint
resolution,

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator is talk-
ing about increases.

Mr. OVERTON. No, I am talking
about decreases; I am not talking about
increases or any limitation on increases,
The purpose of this bill, let me say, is to
prevent inflation, to prevent excessive
capacity to spend money; fremendous
salaries certainly are inflationary, and
my purpose is not to prevent the reduc-
tion of a salary of any employee by any
employer, above the $5,000 bracket.

.BARKLEY. The Senator’s amend-
ment provides:

That nothing in this joint resolution shall
be construed to prevent the reduction by
any private employer of the salary of any of
his employees which 1is at the rate of $5,000
Or more per annum.,

I have never construed the joint reso-
lution in such a way as to prevent such
action being taken if an employer saw
fit to reduce the salary of an officer who
was receiving above $5,000. I do not,
however, object to the amendment if
there is any doubt about the question
which is involved.

Mr, OVERTON. As I read the provi-
sions of the joint resolution, there can-
not be any reduction except in case of
gross inequity.

Mr. BARKLEY. Ithink that after the
President has issued an order stabilizing
salaries and wages he may adjust them
to the extent necessary to eliminate gross
inequities, but I doubt very much whether
the joint resolution could be construed
to prevent an employer from reducing a
salary from $6,000 to $5,000 a year if he
saw fit to do so if an employee received
that much.

Mr. OVERTON. If the able Senator
from Kentucky is not going to object to
my amendment, I shall not debate it
further.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. OVERTON. I yield.

Mr., TAFT. Of course, under the
Price Control Act there is no power
whatever fo fix minimum prices, and I,
personally, have no question that the
order issued by the President under the
authority of the joint resolution will not
provide minimum prices. I have no
doubt that he will simply say that prices
shall not be increased without approval
by the President; I do not think he is
going to attempt to interfere with reduc-
tions; but I agree that the language is
s0 broad in connection with stabilization
that it might be done. I certainly can
see no objection to the amendment
offered by the Senator.

Mr. OVERTON. It not only might be
done but it could be done. The joint
resolution contains the direction to the
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President to pursue that course and
stabilize along the level of September 15.

Mr, TAFT. Ihave no doubt the Presi-
dent would construe this as requiring
him to set minimum prices in a wage
regulation. It seems to me he would
conform to it if he simply says that no
price or wage shall be increased without
proper approval beyond the price or wage
of a certain date. That is what I hope
he will do. I think we might have well
included the power to fix a minimum
wage or & minimum price as we did in
the Price Control Act; but since the Sen-
ator has called attention fo it I see no
reason why we should not say so, espe-
cially as to wages and salaries,

Mr. OVERTON. I am very glad the
Senator from Ohio agrees with me,

Mr. BROWN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate may now consider
out of order and dispose of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Louisiana
while it is fresh in our minds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Michigan? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, befere
any amendment is disposed of I desire to
find out from thoese who drafted the bill,
if they be in the Chamber, or those who
are sponsoring the joint resolution, just
what is meant by the section which was
read by the Senator from Louisiana.

I refer to subdivision (2) of section 4:

No action shall be taken under authority
of this joint resolution * * * for the
purpose of reducing the wages or salaries for
any particular work below the highest wages
or salaries paid therefor between January 1,
1942, and September 15, 1942; Provided, That
the President may, without regard to the
limitation contained in clause (2)—

Which is the one just read—

adjust wages or salaries to the extent that
he finds necessary to correct gross Inequities.

I should like to have some light on the
language “necessary to correct gross in-
equities,” and I should like to know what
that has to do with infiation.

Mr. BROWN. We must go back to
section 1 for an understanding of the
provision just referred to. We desire to
direct the President to stabilize wages
at the level of September 15, 1942, Un-
doubtedly there will have to be excep-
tions to the general stabilization, because
some wage agreements are based upon
contracts made, we will say, in 1939 or
1940, and wage earners and employers
have stood by those contracts. If no
exception were made in the joint reso-
lution, the agreements made some years
ago, based upon the cost of living as it
then was, could result in an inequitable
situation. A wage agreement based upon
1939 levels would be unfair in 1942.
Therefore we make this exception, and
provide that where such a situation gives
rise to an inequity, the President may
revise his order, or provide in his order
for the correction of the situation.
Briefly, that is the purpose of subsection
(2) of section 4, on page 5. We wanted
to insist as strongly as we could upon a
general stabilization as of September 15,
but we certainly cannot make it so rigid
that no changes could be made. There-
fore, we chose this language, with the
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idea that injustices could be corrected
and should be corrected where it was
found necessary,

Mr. GEORGE. I agree with that, Mr,
President, but while I was reading from
the language on page 5 simply because
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana had just read it, the same language
occurs in the first section of the bill, I
agree that there should be stabilization of
wages, salaries, and prices, and it seems
to me the committee has done very well
to try to bring about stahilization, so far
as practicable, on the hasis of levels which
existed on a given date; but I do not
know what some of the language means,
and I am merely seeking light. The
measure provides:

The Presldent may thereafter provide for
making adjustments with respect to prices,
wages, and salaries, to the extent that he
finds necessary to correct gross inequities,
and, in the case of increases—

The language which I have just read
clearly contemplates decreases—
and, in the case of increases, to the extent
that he finds necessary to aid in the effective
prosecution of the war.

Then on page 5, when the reference is
again made to wages and salaries, it is
very clear that it refers to decreases, and
not inereases. It reads:

That the President may, without regard
to the limitation contalned in clause (2)—

That is, the one affecting wages and
salaries—

adjust wages or salaries,

The joint resolution originally read
“below the wages or salaries referred to
in clauses (2) and (3) of this section.”
That is stricken out, but the intent is
clear. If providesthat the President may
“adjust wages or salaries to the extent
that he finds necessary to correct gross
inequities.”

What I desire to ascertain is what is
meant by “gross inequities,” because in
both these instances it is clearly contem-
plated that the President may adjust
wages and salaries downward; not up-
ward, but downward. That is an ines-
capable conclusion, and nothing else can
be read into the joint resolution.

While T am discussing this question I

should like to point out this language:
. The Presldent may thereafter provide for
making adjustments with respect to prices,
wages, and salaries, to the extent that he finds
necessary to correct gross inequities.

The President is going to provide for
making those adjustments through Mr,
Leon Henderson; and what is Mr, Hen-
derson'’s concept of “correct gross inequi-
ties” when it comes to wages and sala-
ries, or even prices?

Mr. BROWN. I beg the Senator’s
pardon about the administration of the
law. I am inclined to think, from my
conferences, that Mr. Henderson’s Office
of Price Administration will handle the
matter of prices, and that the War Labor
Board will handle the matter of wages,
although I cannot bind anyone, of course.

Mr. GEORGE. I referred to Mr. Hen-
derson because I supposed this was in his
field, and I should think the President
would wish to have the Price Adminis-
trator handle the matter. What I am
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seeking to ascertain is just what is meant,
when the clear intent and purpose is to
allow a reduction in wages and salaries
below the level of September 15, 1942,
when either the President or some agency
finds it necessary to correct gross inequi-
ties. What kind of inequities, and just
what is meant by the phrase?

Mr. BROWN. Igavethe Senator from
Georgia one illustration. I may say that
my construction of section 1 and section 4
is not the same as his. I dssume that
there will first be issued a general order
for the stabilization of wages as of Sep-
tember 15, 1942. I think the language at
the top of page 2, starting with line 1,
“The President may thereafter provide
for making adjustments with respect to
prices, wages, and salaries, to the extent
that he finds necessary to correct gross
inequities,” contemplates that after his
general order of stabilization has been
made he will at once, through the proper
agency, provide for the making of adjust-
ments up or down. I do not agree with
the Senator from Georgia that they may
be made only downward. That was not
the intention of any of us at any time.
The word “adjustment” implies a leeway.
The President may make the adjustments
up or down. During the consideration of
the entire measure by the committee, I
am sure it was thought it might be neces-
sary to let wages go up, particularly in
the case of unorganized workers, who
have not presented their case to the War
Labor Board, and whose wages lag behind
the general level of wages in the highly
organized industries. We, likewise, in-
tend that the word “adjustment” shall
imply that farm prices, when necessary,
may rise. So much for that.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield there?

Mr. BROWN. Let me reach my con-
clusion, then I shall yleld,

I may say to the Senator from Georgia
that the authors of the joint resolution
are now and have been in the Chamber
during the debate. The measure was
written by the Senators on the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency; it was not
written down town. The idea we had was
that the curing of the injustices which
would inevitably appear in a freezing as
of September 15, 1942, was a curing
which would permit rises or declines in
accordance with the limitations con-
tained in the joint resolution over or
under the levels established by the Presi-
dent.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. In connection with
the Senator’s statement giving the Sena-
tor from Georgia an example, it was
brought to the attention of the commit-
tee that there are many wage contracts
which were made 2 or 215 years ago,
based upon the cost of living at that time.
No request has been made by either party
to change those contracts. They have
gone along and worked under them, not-
withstanding the 19-percent increase in
the cost of living since the contracts were
entered into. Those contracts will expire
within a few months, and it was the
thought of the committee that the em-
ployees ought not to be foreclosed, when
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new contracts are entered into, from the
right to ask for suitable increases based
upon the increase in the cost of living
since the contracts were entered into up
to May 1942, Therefore I concur in the
suggestion of the Senator from Michigan
that the measure contemplates adjust-
ments up as well as adjustments down.

In addition to that, it has frequently
been stated on the floor of the Senate,
and in committee, that there are about
50,000,000 people in this country work-
ing for wages or salaries. Only about
12,000,000 of them are organized. Out-
side the organizations there are vast
numbers of persons, clerks in drygoods
stores and grocery stores, workmen in
laundries, who are unorganized and who
have not received any increase at all,
who have not received a 15 percent in-
crease based upon the so-called Little
Steel formula. Obviously it would be un-
fair to foreclose them against the right
of asking for an adjustment of their
wages based upon the present cost of
living, as we all understand it to be. Of
course, it would be unfair to all those vast
numbers to preclude them from the right
to ask for adjustments upward under
the provisions of this measure. It would
be a gross inequity, I think, to require
all such persons to continue to work for
the salaries or wages they received 3 years
ago based upon conditions which then
existed, without taking into consideration
what has happened since.

Therefore I think the committee was
wise in making the measure flexible, so
that the President may consider gross
inequities, which might require adjust-
ments that would go up as well as ad-
justments that would go down.

While it is impossible to anticipate
every particular instance in which the
President may regard a situation as con-
stituting a gross inequity, we must leave
sufficient leeway and flexibility to him
to adjust gross inequalities or inequities,
whether they ought to be adjusted up-
ward or downward.

There might be cases in which it might
be desirable to adjust a wage or a price
even downward, if there were a gross
inequity, because of undertaking to
freeze, on a given date, either prices or
wages. I do not think we could give an
exact definition of “gross inequity,” but
we have to leave it to the administrative
authorities to interpret “gross inequity”
in the light of conditions which may exist
when they act.

Mr, HATCH, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Michigan yield to me for a
moment?

Mr. BROWN. Yes; I yield.

Mr. HATCH. In line with the discus-
sion which has been proceeding with re-
spect to gross inequities, I should like to
have the Senator from Michigan explain,
if he will, what that term, as used in the
measure, means in connection with agri-
cultural commodities. Some agricultural
commodities are selling above parity,
and, as I understand the rule laid down
in the measure, first the parity price is
taken and, second, the highest price up
to September 15 of this year. But then
it appears to me, though I am not sure
that I am correct, that there is a broad
general power in the President to de-

SEPTEMBER 21

crease prices, for instance, of agricul-
tural commodities which are now above
parity, if in his opinion the prices, being
above parity, constitute a gross inequity.
I know what the Senator from Michigan
thinks, and he is entirely fair, and I know
what he wants to do, buf, frankly, I won-
der about this. Take the price of cattle,
which is perhaps the most important in-
dustry in my State. Cattle are now sell-
ing above parity. If the President were
to say, “Well, now, that is a gross in-
equity”—I do not know to whom that is
an inequity or to what—could the Presi-
dent reduce that price arbitrarily to par-
ity or even below?

Mr. BROWN. In the first place, the
parity formula or limitation is not sub-
ject to the “gross inequity” provision in
the measure. Parity is an absolute min-
imum below which the President may
not go under any circumstances, I
think any fair construction of section 1
of the measure—and this is in further
answer to the Senator from Georgia on
the wage question, as well as the Senator
from New Mexico on the price question—
any fair construction of the provision in
section 1, as to the September 15 date, at
least in the great majority of cases, is
that a price in existence at that time was
not a grossly inequitable price.

When we come to the highest market
price limitation in section 3 of the bill,
which is in respect to agricultural prices,
the “gross inequity” provision relates and
attaches to the limitation of the market
price between January 1, 1942, and Sep-
tember 15, 1942, I would take it that, if
prices had reached an unnatural level
which was far out of line, under section 2
the “gross inequity” provision of the
measure would become effective.

Mr. President, it is my judgment that
the President would not find it necessary
in most cases to lower the prices below
the September 15, 1942, level, and we do
not anticipate that he is going to lower
wages below the September 15, 1942, level.
That is the general standard. But when
we come to these exceptions, particularly
the highest market price exception, I
could give the Senator from New Mexico
a few examples of what seem to me to be
unfair prices,

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. BROWN, I yield.

Mr. HATCH. I am now rather think-
ing out loud, because this is the first time
I have seen the committee print, and I
have not had an opportunity to study it.
I find on page 3, at the bottom of the
page, relating to agricultural prices, the
proviso:

That the President may without regard to
the limitation contained in clause (2), ad-
just any such maximum price to the extent

that he finds necessary to correct gross
inequities,

Mr. BROWN. That is the market level
of January 1 to September 15. .

Mr. HATCH. Then further thére is
another provision which says:

That modifications shall be made in maxi-
mum prices established for any agricultural
commodity—

o And so forth. I am skipping quite a
t.
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That by reason of increased labor or other
costs to the producers of such agricultural
commodity, the maximum prices so estab-
lished will result in gross inequities.

There is nothing said about minimum
prices. It is always about maximum
prices. Itseems to me to imply—and, as
I said, I am thinking out loud—that
someone has the idea that prices are too
high, and that they should be lowered.

Mr. BROWN. Of course, the idea of
using the phrase “maximum prices”
grows out of the manner in which the
ceilings are established. We say that
prices may not go above a certain maxi-
mum. That was the phrase which we
worked out on the floor of the Senate
for use in the price-conirol measure.
The whole idea of the language in lines
2 to 13 on page 4, which is what I call
the O'Mahoney amendment, and which
was written by the senior Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'Manoney], is that in
the case of agricultural labor there is a
congressional direction to the President
to take into consideration the question
of rising labor costs and other costs—of
farm machinery, as has been suggested
here today—in his determinafion of a
maximum price for an agricultural com-
modity. If it appears that because of
price regulations issued by the Price Ad-
ministrator relating to maximum or ceil-
ing prices his maximum is too low to give
farmers generally a fair return, after the
payment of the increased labor costs,
then it is the duty of the President to
give due consideration to that, and if he

finds that gross inequities would result, .

to readjust the maximum upward in
order to take care of the increased costs.

Mr., O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield -at that point?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It occurs to me to
call attention to the table which ap-
pears in the hearing on page 57. The
Senator will recall that I placed that
table in the Recorp at the time Mr.
Henderson was testifying.

Mr, BROWN. Yes.

Mr. O'MAHONFEY. It lists 27 prin-
cipal agricultural commodities, and
shows which are above and which are
below parity. Of the 27, 14 commodities
on August 15 were below parity, and
only 13 were above. The Senator will
recall that I questioned Mr. Henderson
during his testimony.

Mr, BROWN. Yes; I do.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. And he stated at
that time that he knew of no farm price
that was dangerously inflationary, and
indicated that, so far as he was con-
cerned, he did not think it would be
necessary to reduce farm prices. That
testimony, of course, was in perfeet har-
mony with the terms of the bill, as intro-
duced by the Senator from Michigan,
and as now reported by the committee,
It was also in harmony with the state-
ment of the President in his Labor Day
message, when he clearly declared that,
so far as he was concerned, he would be
satisfied either with parity or with the
highest price that——

Mr. BROWN. That had recently pre-
vailed.

Mr.
recently obtained.

O'MAHONEY. Yes; that had
1 believe that the
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question which the Senator from New
Mexico is asking has to do with whether
or not any of these general classes of
commodities could possibly be regarded
as reflecting a gross inequity. I think
the Senator can very well answer that
question upon the basis of the hearings,
the discussions which we have had, and
the testimony. Such prices do not now
reflect gross inequities.

Mr. BROWN. Certainly that would
be true as to meat prices, I believe that
the only exception was with respect to
the price of rice, which, it was felt,
might be considerably out of line, be-
cause according to the table to which
the Senator refers, it is now at 1629
percent of parity.

Mr, O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the table to
which reference has been made be
printed in the.REecorp at this point in
the debate.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Average prices received by farmers Aug. 15,

partly prices Aug. 15, and minimum ceiling
under Emergency Price Control Act of 1942

Mini-
mum
ceiling
Ang, 15/ Aug. 15| under
Commodity Enit farm |parity | Emer
price! | price | gency
Prica
Control
Act
134.4 | 147.8
9.6 | 107.4
60. 6 6.7
M.1 103, 5
et X 108.4 | 120.3
123.6 | 1439
uckwheat....| Ct. per bu.._.| 87.6—| 11L0 | 1221
Grain sor- | Dol. per1001b.| 1. 15—| 1.84 2.02
ghums.
Flaxseed....... Dol.per bu...| 226—| 2.57 2.93
Cowpeas... .. Dol.perbu...| 1L.87—{ 237 261
Beans, dry | Dol per ewt._| 4.45—| &12 5.77
edible,
Boybeans. ... Dol. perbu._.| 1584 *1.44| 41,58
Pen:glts, for per . ... 5.99—1 7.830 8.03
nuts. -
Cotton_....... Ct.perlb.___.}18.03—| 18.85 21.47
Cottonseed....| Dol. per ton_._{44.044-| 24.28) 50.386
Hogs. ...onee-| Dol.per1001b_ 114,134 11.05| 12,16
Beef eattle. ... Dol.per1001b_{11.304+| 8.24 9,34
Veal ealves. ...| Dol. per 1001b_[12. 91+ 10.26] 11.20
Sheep...m.c.---| Dol.per1001b_| 5. 62— 6,89 7.58
Tambs. . .....C Dol. per 1001b_{12.074| 8.94/ 1L12
Butterfat...... Ct. perlb_____[40.6 | 38.0 44,0
Milk, wholesale| Dol, per 1001b.|*2, 52+| 12,38 2.66
Milk, retail.___| Ct.perquart._|11.84 | 410.3 1.4
Chickens, live_| Ct, per1b.___. 10.64 | 17.3 7.1
Turkeys, live..| Ct. perlb..... 19.9— { 2L90 8.8
iy S Ct, per doz....[32.24 | 4317 34.1
£ e el Ct.perlb.....[39.44 | 27.8 8.1

1+ indicates Aug, 15 farm price above parity; — indi-
cates below parity,

110 poraant of Sepbls Hick

q .&dj{’:@ted for seasonal variation,

! Preliminary.

Division of Statistical and Historical Research, Burean
of Agricultural Economics,

Mr. BROWN. My recollection is that
the price of rice was the only price which
was considered at that time to be far
enough out of line to come within the
meaning of that definition.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, That was the only
price the Senator mentioned to me.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield,

Mr. MAYBANK. The reason for the
present price of rice is that formerly
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most of the rice which we consumed was
imported from the Philippines.

Mr. BROWN. That is correct.

Mr. MAYBANK, -Rice culture in our
State was abandoned during the period
from 1909 to 1914.

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. That
reason was given in the committee,

Mr, GEORGE, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. GEORGE. I conclude, from what
the Senator from Michigan has said in
answer to my inquiry, and from the gen-
eral discussion, that the provision on
page 2—

The President may thereafter provide for
making adjustments with respect to prices,
wages and salaries, to the extent that he
finds necessary to correct Eross mequltlea—

contemplates increases in prices, wages,
and salaries, as well as decreases, and
primarily was intended to provide for in-
creases to overcome any inequities which
might exist by reason of subnormal or
substandard wages, or subnormal prices
for agricultural commodities.

Mr, BROWN. I agree with the Sen-
ator, except in his use of the word “pri-
marily.” I think our intent was to pro-
vide for either going up or down. The
Senator will doubtless read the subse-
quent language, which was not in the
original joint resclution, and which was
put in somewhat against the wishes of
the Senator from Michigan, with respect
to increases found necessary to aid in the
effective prosecution of the war. The
majority of the committee felt that it was
not, desirable to tie decreases to the effec-
tive prosecution-of-the-war basis, but
that such action should be confined to in-
creases. With some reluctance I agreed
to that proposition.

Mr. GEORGE. I may say that I have
very great difficulty in following the rea-
soning of the Senator. A very careful
reading of sections 1 to 4 indicates, to
my mind, that what is contemplated is
a reduction in prices or wages, and not
an increase.

Mr. BROWN. The view of the com-
mittee was that reductions generally are
not to be expected. We anticipate that
the use of the “gross inequities” provi-
sion will, in a great majority of cases, be
in connection with applications for rises
in prices and wages; but it is conceivable
that there may be a few instances in
which reductions might be desirable.
We did not want to leave the statute in
such a condition that downward read-
justments would be positively prohibited
in cases in which gross inequities exist.

The only agricultural commodity the
price of which, in the judement of the
Senator from Michigan, could be con-
strued %o be grossly ineauitable at the
present time is rice. As the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. MAaYBARK] has
indicated, market conditions are most
extraordinary at the present time. The
Japanese-Malayan production is, of
course, lost to us; and the great market .
for rice which exists in the islands off
the south coast of the United States, the
West Indies, and certain parts of the
United States, and the great demand of
the United States Army itself for rice,
have created an artificially high present
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market. However, it is very doubtful
that economic conditions will permit
interference with that price at the pres-
ent time.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. The language in the
latter part of section 1, which appears
at the top of page 2, contemplates two
different situations, The President is
authorized to make adjustments with re-
spect to prices, wages, and salaries to
the extent that he finds necessary to
correct gross inequities, On the basis of
gross inequities, he could raise or lower
wages, prices, or salaries; but the follow-
ing part of that section provides that
only in cases of increases may he use as
a basis his belief or finding that in-
creases are necessary to aid in the effec-
tive prosecution of the war.

Mr. BROWN. The Senator is correct.

Mr, BARKLEY. In other words, if he
should find it necessary to stimulate the
production of any agricultural commod-
ity, or if he should find it advisable in
some case to increase wages in order
to increase the morale of working men
in a vital industry necessary to aid ip
the effective prosecution of the war, he
would be justified in allowing an in-
crease, and authorized to do so under
this language. However, that applies
only to increases.

Mr. BROWN. That is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY, It carries with it the
implication that outside the correction
of gross inequities he would also have
the right to make increases both as to
agricultural or other prices, and as to
wages or salaries, if he should find it
necessary in the effective prosecution of
the war. So that clause must be taken
in its two separate senses. One is on
the basis of gross inequities, and the
other is on the basis of necessary aid
in the prosecution of the war.

Mr. BROWN. I should like to make
cne further comment to the Senator
from Georgia, which I have made before,
but which I think should be restated.
The “gross inequities™” provision in the
joint resolution would in no event au-
thorize a maximum price order at a level
below parity. The “gross fhequities” pro-
vision in section 3 relates only to the
January-September level of prices.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

~Mr. GEORGE. On that point I am
ineclined to think that the Senator from
Michigan is correct. However, the mat-
ter is not clear to my mind, for the fol-
lowing reasons:

The President is bound by section 3,
which provides:

No maximum price shall be established or
maintained for any agricultural commodity
under authority of this joint resolution or
otherwise below a price which will reflect
to producers of agricultural commodities—

first, the parity price, and second, the
highest price received by such producers.
In line 15 this language follows:

and no maximum price shall be established
or maintained under authority of this joint
resolution or otherwise for any commodity
processed or manufactured in whole or sub-
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stantial part from any agricultural com-
modity below a price which will reflect t2 the
producers of such agricultural commodity a
price therefor equal to the higher of the prices
specified in clauses (1) and (2) of this sec-
tion.

Then we come fo the provision on
which the Senator bases his statement:
No doubt it was intended to accomplish
the purpose stated by the Senator, and it
may do so. The language is:

Provided, That the President may, without
regard to the limitation contained in clause
(2), adjust any such maximum price to the
extent that he finds necessary to correct gross
inequities.

The maximum price is whichever price
the President finds to be the higher; that
is, the parity price or the highest price
received by the producers. Then the
provision is applicable, that the Presi-
dent may, without regard to the limita-
tion contained in clause (2)—the one
which fixes the highest price received by
such producer for such commodity be-
tween certain dates—adjust any such
maximum price to the extent that he
finds necessary to correct gross inequities.

Let me say to the Senator from Michi-
gan, with very great respect, that I am
not at all sure that the President could
not find that a parity price resulted in
gross inequities, and reduce the price be-
low parity, if the parity price had been
found to be the higher of the two prices,
I say that in large part because of the
language on page 2 of the joint resolu-
tion, which, after providing for the
stabilization of prices and wages on the
basis of levels which existed on Septem-
ber 15, would authorize the President
thereafter to provide for making adjust-
ments with respect to prices, wdges, and
salaries to the extent that he finds neces-
sary to correct gross inequities.

It is not clear to my Mmind that after
the President has fixed or found the
higher of the two prices—that is to say,
parity or the highest price received be-
tween certain dates by producers of the
confmodity—he may not, without regard
to the limitation contained in clause (2),
bring about or make a readjustment if
he finds it necessary to do so in order to
correct gross inequities, It does not seem
to me to be altogether clear that he could
not fix a price below parity if he said,
“I found the highest market price re-
ceived between January 1 and September
15 to be the parity price of the farm
product, and I fixed that as the maxi-
mum price; but, nevertheless, I find that
it is necessary to adjust that price in
order to correct gross inequities”—and
without any regard to the limitations
contained in clause (2) he might proceed
to do so. It seems to me that is a pos-
sibility.

Mr. BROWN. Mr, President, I think
the first sentence in section 3 on page 2
is a direct limitation upon all authority
contained in section 1 of the joint reso-
lution. If the President attempted to do
as the Senator from Georgia has pointed
out—that is, to operate under the gross
inequities provision in section 1—he
would be confronted with section 3, which
says that—

No maximum price shall be established or
maintained for any agriculturnl commodity
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under authority of this joint resolution or
otherwise—

Not just under this section, but under
the joint resolution—
below a price which will reflect to producers
of agricultural commodities the higher of the
following prices, as determined and published
by the Secretary of &gncuiture—

(1) The parity price * *

As one of the authors and sponsors of
the joint resolution, I want to make a
positive statement that that is the con-
struction which we placed upon the lan-
guage, that in no event could the Presi-
dent under the gross inequities provision
contained in section 1 or the provision
contained in the latter part of section 3
fix a price below parity. Parity we in-
tend to be an absolute limitation upon
any price-maximum order which may be
issued.

Mr. GEORGE. In order to make the
joint resolution elear—because I am try-
ing to find out what it means—let me ask
the Senator a further question. Sup-
pose in the case of wheat or beef cattle
the President were to find that the high-
est prices paid to the producers of such
commodity between January 1, 1942, and
September 15, 1942, as adjusted by the
Secretary, and so forth, were above par-
ity. Then it would be the President’s
duty to fix that as the maximum price;
would it not?

Mr. BROWN. That is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY. As the minimum
price; not the maximum. It would not
be his duty to fix it as the maximum.

Mr. BROWN. He could do so.

Mr, BARKLEY. He could fix it.

Mr. BROWN. Yes; that is what the
Senator from Georgia means.

Mr, BARKLEY. But he would not be
required to do it.

Mr. BROWN. Yes.

Mr. GEORGE. Then I do not under-
stand the joint resolution at all. It says
that the President is to fix prices, and it
provides that—

No maximum price shall be established or
maintained for any agricultural commodity
under authority of this joint resoclution—

And so forth.

Mr. BARKLEY. Any price which is
lower than a certain amount.

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct; but
let us go back to my question. Suppose
it is either minimum or maximum. Sup-
pose that in the case of beef cattle or
wheat the President found that the high-
est price received by the producers for
either commodity between the dates fixed
in the joint resolution was above parity,
and therefore he fixed the maximum
price at the higher figure, or we might
state it the other way around, if desired,
and say “a floor.” However, I am assum-
ing that that would be the maximum
price. Then why could not the Presi-
dent, under the language of the same
section 3, reduce the price which he had
fixed, end where is there any provision
which weuld require him to stop at the
parity level? That is the question I ask.

The language reads:

Provided, That the President may, without
regard to the limitation contained in clauss
(2), adjust any such maximum price to the
extent that he finds necessary to correct
gross inequities.
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I may be mistaken, but it seems to me
that in the case which I have presumed
to state the President may actually re-
duce the price for beef cattle or wheat
below the parity price. I give that purely
as an illustration.

Mr. BROWN. I have the case the Sen-
ator states thoroughly in mind; and if I
may be permitted to do so, I think I can
point out to him why I think no such lim-
itation could be fixed.

In the first place, we talk so much about
maximum price that we do not realize
that the President may go higher. In
the second place, section 3 is regarded by
the committee—and I think that a fair
and careful reading of its provisions will
show it so to be—as a definite limitation
upon the power of the President under
section 1. So much for that.

It is our position that clause (1) on
page 3, starting in line 3, is a definite lim-
itation upon the right of the President to
fix any maximum price below parity.
If it happens—as is the case with re-
spect to several commodities—that the
highest market price from January 1,
1942, to September 15, 1942, is higher
than parity, the President may—in fact,
he must—adopt that top limitation.
However, with respect to that top limita-
tion he may give consideration to the
question of inequity; but the proviso dis-
tinctly, in my judgment—and I know
that is the intent of the committee—pro-
hibits him from using the gross-inequi-
ties provision to reduce any price maxi-
mum below the level provided in clause
(1). It may operate only with respect
to the limitation contained in clause (2)
as to the highest price received by pro-
ducers. I know that such was the intent
of every member of the committee, and I
myself am satisfied that a careful reading
of the language can lead to no other con-
clusion.

Mr. BARKLEY., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield there?

Mr. BROWN. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY, It should be pointed
out that the revised authority here pro-
posed to be given to the President has
no relationship whatever to clause (1)
which deals with parity.

Mr. BROWN. Except that it is a limi-
tation.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. Imean the pro-
vision applies only to clause (2), under
which he may deal with the highest price
existing as between January 1, 1942, and
September 15, 1942; and it should be
kept in mind that in interpreting the
language which is now in the joint reso-
lution in connection with the committee
amendment at the bottom of page 3, we
must keep in mind what the committee
struck out there, because the two go to-
gether. As it originally read, it pro-
vided that “the President may provide
for a lower price than the highest market
price for any commodity between Janu-
ary 1, 1942, and September 15, 1942;”
and in order to get away from any
emphasis which someone might put upon
the expression “lower price”, we struck
out that phrase, and wrote in the phrase
“without regard to the limitation con-
tained in clause (2)"—which provision
applies only to the price between Janu-
ary 1 and September 15, but has no
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application to clause (1) which deals
with parity—"“adjust any such maximum
price to the extent that he finds neces-
sary to correct gross inequities.”

So, under the modified language there
contemplated, it seems to me—and I
think that is the view the committee
has—the President would be under no
limitation with respect to bringing about
a lower price, but he might adjust the
price in clause (2), which deals with the
highest price between January 1 and Sep-
tember 15, either up or down in order to
correct gross inequities, In that modi-
fied language which deals solely with the
t{:i:;astiou of parity, we do not touch clause

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BROWN. Let me say to the Sen-
ator from Georgia—and then I shall
yield to the Senator from Ohio—that
our intent is clear. I think it is clearly
expressed in the joint resolution; but if
the Senator from Georgia can frame a
provision—and I know he is a very busy
man with his tax bill—which will more
completely state what I have stated on
the floor as the intent of the committee,
I should be delighted to accept it. How-
ever, I think the point is fully covered.

I yield now to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, the inter-
pretation placed by the Senator from
Georgia had not occurred to me, but I
think there is something to his objec-
tion. In other words, we do not say, “He
may, with regard to section 2.” We say,
“He may adjust the maximum price re-
gardless of section 2.”

That language may apply fo section
1, but it does not say so. I should sug-
gest that it is very easy to meet that
point simply by providing that “He may
adjust such maximum price to the ex-
tent necessary to correct any gross in-
equities, but in no case lower than pro-
vided by clause (1).”

That would make it absolutely clear,

.and I see no reason why it should not be

done.

Mr. BROWN. We could use the
phrase “but not below parity” at the end
of the provision with respect to gross in-
equities.

Mr. GEORGE. We could; and I was
about to make that suggestion. I was
about to suggest that we could clarify it
entirely by saying, “Nothing in this joint
resolution shall be construed to give the
President power to provide for prices
lower than those provided in clause (1)
of section 3.”

I should prefer to have it applied to
the whole joint resolution.

Or the purpose could be accomplished
by the statement that “nothing in sec-
tion 3 shall be construed to authorize the
reduction of the price below parity as set
out in subsection 1 of section 3,” which
was substantially the same conclusion the
Senator from Michigan reached.

Mr. BROWN. I may say to the Sen-
ator from Georgia—

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President——

Mr. BROWN. I will ask the Senator
from Wyoming to wait a moment in order
that we may settle this matter.

Mr., GEORGE. I say that the sugges-
tion which the Senator from Michigan
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made, it seems to me, would cover the
point and clarify it.

Mr. BROWN. The suggestion was
made to me by the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. SPENCER] and by the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr, GEORGE. Ihad in mind suggest-
ing some qualification of that kind, to
say, for instance:

Adjust any such maximum price to the
extent that he finds necessary to correct gross
inequities, but nothing herein contained shall
be construed to authorize fixing the price
below parity.

Mr. BROWN. I may say to the Sen-
ator that I am in agreement that such
an amendment should be added, and I
will ask the drafting service to draff ap-
propriate language, to be put in the joint
resolution at that point.

Mr., GEORGE. If I may say so to the
Senator, I think the confusion has come
about because of striking out some of the
original language in line 22 and by the
inclusion of the words “maximum price”,
because the maximum price clearly con-
templated—that is, the price which the
President shall fix as the maximum—
may be either one or the other, parity or
the higher price. By referring to that
same maximum price, clause 2 virtually
becomes meaningless when it is provided
that adjustments may be made if found
to be necessary to correct gross inequities
in the maximum price. By the addition
of that simple amendment, it seems to
me that the meaning could be cleared
and that the intent and purposes of the
bill as explained by the able Senator from
Michigan would be clearly expressed.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will permit a suggestion at that
point, I think we could take care of all
that by adding after the words ‘“gross
inequities,” the words “but not below the
prices stipulated in clause (1) of this
section,” which are parity prices.

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct.

Mr. BROWN., I think the general idea
is clear, and I will have the drafting
service prepare an amendment.

Mr. SCHWARTZ, Mr. President, did
I understand the Senator correctly a
moment ago to say that it is the thought
of the committee that the President
would issue a general order based on
parity, and thereafter correct it?

Mr. BROWN. No, the general order
would be the level of September 15, 1942,
That is the direction of section 1 of the
joint resolution and, of course, the prices
will be based upon the general level of
September 15.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Of course, parity
would be of no service at all to one of
the major industries in the West, for on
the old basis of parity, wool would be
down to 27 cents, because the generally
accepted parity period was in the case of
wool a period of lowest prices; and to-
day the cost of producing wool has in-
creased at least 35 percent.

Mr. BROWN. The first level will be
September 15, 1942, price, axd the second
would be the market price paid the pro-
ducer between September 15 and Jan-
uary 1 of this year. That is the way it
would work. It could not go below
parity in any event; but parity, I may
say to the Senator from Wyoming, would
be of no importance to him.
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Mr SCHWARTZ. If the price of wool
were fixed at parity, there would be little
wool produced.

Mr, HATCH. Mr, President, it is im-
portant to us in the Western States to
know, with some certainty, what the
stabilization of prices is going to be. If
we give the President blanket power—
and I say that with all due respect to the
President of the United States; I am not
critical of him; I know that if this mat-
ter were left in his hands it would be
perfectly all right; I am not so sure about
some man who would administer price
control under the law we might pass—
but if we give blanket power to reduce
prices down to parity——

Mr. BROWN. We certainly do not do
that, I will say to the Senator from New
Mesaxico.

Mr. HATCH. BSuppose the President
shall find that in the case of the price
of wool there is a gross inequity because
it is aboye parity?

Mr. BROWN. Ihave said several times
that my own construction of that is that
the September 15 level wou'd apply. The
September 15 level is, in all likelihood,
the bottom below which the President
would not go.

Mr. HATCH. I know the Senator has
sa‘d that. He said it on the floor; I have
ta'ked with him privately, and 1 know
that it is exactly what he feels, and I
have no hesitancy whatever in saying
that if the Senator from Michigan were
administering the act I would not raise
a single question, but I am puzzled about
how much power is given,

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I did not

have the floor. Somehow, I seem to have
taken it for the last hour. I had con-
cluded.

Mr. OVERTON. I had the floor.

Mr. BROWN. Can we dispose of the
Senator’s amendment?

Mr. OVERTON. I should be glad to
have that done.

Mr. BROWN. It is perfectly agreeable
to me to let the amendment which the
Senator from -Louisiana has proposed
go into the joint resolution .in line 15,
on page 5, immediately after section 5
relating to the prohibition against in-
creasing wages or salaries in contraven-
tion of the regulations promulgated by
the President. It could come in as a new
subsection.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, I
ask that the amendment be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEecISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5,
after line 15, it is proposed to insert the
following:

Nothing in this joint resolution shall be
construed to prevent the reduction by any
private employer of the salary of any of his
employees which is at the rate of $5,000 or
more per annum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. OVERTON].

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
may I ask the Senator from Louisiana
to what extent he thinks the amend-
ment would be operative?

Mr. OVERTON. To the extent that
salaries of $5,000 or more could be re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

duced by direction of the employer with-
out the consent of the President to
$5,000.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Deoes the Senator
feel that this amendment would make it
clear that the joint resolution does not
attempt to freeze unusual increases in
salaries?

Mr. OVERTON. It is the very pur-
pose o1 the amendment to prevent freez-
ing high salaries.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Securities
and Exchange Commission, for example,
has had occasion to release during the
past 6 months various reports which in-
dicated that in some instances large cor-
porations have granted what appear to
be inordinatc increases of salary to their
executive officers. In some cases the
executive officers have increased their
own compensation. Sometimes the in-
crease has been for the purpose of reduc-
ing the tax burden upon the corpora-
tion itself, and sometimes it has been,
of course, to give a larger share of what
appear to be war profits to the manage-
ment. When I first read the joint reso-
lution I wondered whether it might not
be interpreted in such fashion as to pre-
vent any correction of such obvious in-
equities. I take it that the Senator's
amendment will prevent the joint resolu-
tion from freezing such inequities.

Mr. OVERTON. That is the purpose
of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
OVERTON].

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the committee on page 1, line 6.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the next amendment of
the committee. :

.The LEGisLATIVE CLERK. On page 1,
line 7, after the word “and” and the
comma, it is proposed to insert “except as
oitherwise provided in this joint resolu-
tion.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 1,
line 9, after the words “existed on”, to
ls)l;rike out “August” and insert “Septem-~

er.”

The amendment was agreed to,

The next amendment was, on page 1,
line 10, after the date “1942" and the
period, to strike out “In exercising the
authority conferred by this joint resolu-
tion, the President may”, and to insert
“The President may thereafter.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 2,
line 3, after the word “wages” and the

comma, to strike out “salaries, and other-

factors”, and to inserf “and salaries.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 2,
line 4, after the word “inequities”, to
strike out “or” and to insert a comma-and
the words “and, in the case of increases,
to the extent that he finds necessary.”

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
this amendment raises the question we
were canvassing earlier in the afternoon.
I submit to my able colleague that as the
language stands it authorizes the Presi-
dent fo make adjustments with respect
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to prices, wages, and salaries to the extent
he finds necessary to correct gross in-
equities without any regard to any con-
sideration of war necessity.

The pending measure is supposed to be
geared to the war emergency. So far as
this particular power and this particular
finding are concerned, it can relate to a
social purpose or an economic purpose;
it does not have to have any relationship
whatever to the war, So far as I am con-
cerned, I see no reason why we should yet
find it necessary to authorize the Presi-
dent of the United States to do what
he pleases with the social and the eco-
nomie structure of this country, regard-
less of the war. So I suggest to my able
colleague, who was kind enough to agree
with my preliminary analysis of this
matter a little earlier in the day, that if
we strike out in line 5 the words “in the
case of increases” and leave the re-
mainder of the provision as it is, then any
action which the President may take
must be geared to two purposes: First, to
correct inequities; second, to aid in the
effective prosecution of the war.

Mr. BROWN. So far as I am con-
cerned, I am willing to accept the
amendment. I should like to know what
the Senator from Ohio thinks about it.

Mr. TAFT. It is perfectly satisfactory
to me.

Mr. BROWN. Does the Senator feel
that the amendment should be made in
the absence of the Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. TAFT. 1 think that if the Senator
from Connecticut wishes to raise the
question again, we can reconsider the
action.

Mr. BROWN. With that understand-
ing, I am agreeable to the change. I
am not sure that it will be satisfactory

. to the Senator from Connecticut, and

he may wish to discuss it.

Mr, McNARY. Mr. President, it is
very considerate to ask various members
of the committee how they feel about a
proposed amendment, but in my opinion
that is not the way to proceed. I favor
the amendmemt, but I think the Chair
should ask for a decision from the Mem--
bers of the Senate. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair intended.to put the question in any
event.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Is this the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment on page 2, line 5, to strike out the
words “in the case of increases”?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is.

Mr. OVERTON. I should like to ask
the Senator from Michigan his interpre-
tation of the amendment.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I thought I had
just made it as plain as I could.

Mr. OVERTON. I should like to eall
attention to another point I have in
mind.

Mr. VANDENBERG. All I am trying
to do is to make certain that the Presi-
dent’s action in all instances shall be
geared both to the correction of gross in-
equities and to the effective prosecution
of the war.

Mr. OVERTON. I agree with the Sen-
ator.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. VANDENBERG. 1 yield.
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Mr. LUCAS. Does not the Senator be-
lieve the amendment would be strengih-
ened if we struck out the word “and” on
line 5?

Mr., VANDENBERG. No; that is pre-
ecisely what I do not want. I want the
word “and” in the joint resolution,
that both these necessities shall be con-
sulted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the senior Senator from Michigan to the
amendment of the committee on page 2,
line 4.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the next amendment of the
committee.

The LecistaTivE CLERE. On page 2, line
9, before the word “may”, it is proposed
to insert the word “and.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment of the commitiee
was, on page 2, line 12, after the word
“direct” and the semieolon, to sirike out
“and may suspend any provisions of law
relating to the establishment or mainte-
nance of prices, wages, or salaries which
are inconsistent with the purposes of
this joint resolution™ and to insert “The
President may suspend the provisions of
sections 3 (a) and 3 (¢) of the Emergency
Price Control Act of 1942 to the extent
that such sections are inconsistent with
the provisions of this joint resolution, but
he may not under the authority of this
joint resolution suspend any other law
or part thereof.”

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I ap-
peal to the able Senator from Michigan,
who has the joint resolution in charge,
and to our distinguished leader to recess
for the day at this point. This is a con~
troversial amendment, and I desire to
have it go over until tomorrow.

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection
to the amendment going over.

Mr. BROWN. That is satisfactory to
me.

Mr. BARELEY. It might be that we
could consider other noncontroversial
smendments.

Mr. McKELLAR. My, President, if the
Senate is to adjourn at this time, I wish
to present and to have printed and lie
on the table an amendment which I
propose to offer tomorrow to the pending
measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be printed
and lie on the table.

Mr. BARKLEY. Whatever the Sena-
tor from Michigan wishes to have done
i. agreeable t.. me. I thought we might
dispose of noncontroversial amendments,
such as those on page 3.

Mr. HATCH. Iam not quite sure that
the amendments on page 3 would be non-
controversial. I should like very much
to have them go over.

PRODUCTION OF PETROLEUM AND
GASOLINE RATIONING

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
desire to have printed in the REecorp a
telegram which I addressed fo the Sec-
retary of the Interior relating to survey
of Rocky Mountain and Texas oil re-
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sources, together with the response I re-
ceived from the Deputy Petroleum Co-
ordinator, Mr. Davies, and a Ietfer which
I have received irom Dr. Mendenhall, the
Director of the Geological Survey. This
letter is accompanied by a table relating
to the black oil petroleum reserve of the
State of Wyoming.

What the petroleum industry will have
t0o do in order to supply gascline and
lubricating oil for our air forces during
the war will be a qguestion to which the
Subcommittee on Western Minerals of
the Committee on Public Lands and Sur-
veys will investigate and find an answer
to on October 5.

Last night's raid of the Royal Air
Force over Munich ealls attention in
dramatic manner to the increasing de-
mand for petroleum. These bombers
had to make & round trip of 1,200 miles,
and they were burning gasoline and oil
at a rate which staggers the imagination.

When the first raid was made over
Cologne, on May 30, with 1,000 bombers,
spokesmen for the R. A. F. announced
that it was the beginning of a prolonged
aerial offensive upon the German indus-
trial system. Since that time, including
last night’s expedition, about 46 huge
raids have been made on German indus-
trial and maritime centers. The attack-
ing force has ranged from one or two
hundred to as many as 1,300 planes.

It may be conservatively estimated
that no fewer than twelve to fifteen
thousand bombers have been involved in
carrying out this vast aerial offensive.
When it is remembered that it cost
1,000,000 gallons of aviation gascline to
carry out the single raid on Cologne, a
raid which invelved not to exceed 6
hours of flying, it becomes clear that
tremendous quantities of gasoline and
ofl are necessary to carry ouf an offen-
sive program of this magnitude,

The picture becomes more amazing
when we realize that American Flying
Fortresses and other war planes are fight-
ing on every front in the global war.
From Australia and the Sclomon Islands
to China and to Libya, as well as to Ger-
many itself, our planes are carrying death
and destruction to the Axis Powers. We
are talking even now of increasing the
number of cargo planes. We are plan-
ning aerial war on an unprecedented
scale,

All this means petroleum. It means
the production of petroleum. It means
production in the United States, because
large areas of the other producing sec-
tions of the world have fallen into the
hands of our enemies.

It means that the mistakes in the pro-
duction of rubber and steel must not be
repeated with respect to petroleum.

Oil men of the United States have al-
ready done an excellent job under the
direction of Secretary Ickes and the
Petroleum Industry War Council. A bet-
ter job needs to be done, not only because
of the increasing demand, but also be-
cause of increasing obstacles to produc-
tion.

Nation-wide gasoline rationing, for ex-
ample, would unquestionably tend to de-
erease supplies because by cutting off
markets for small operators it would tend
to put them out of business, We need
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every oil operator in America actively
producing petroleum now. Price con-
trols, based upon the cost of gasoline to
the consumer rather than upon stimu-
lated production, also tend to hold down
the development of new supplies.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr,
Harcu] and I, as members of a special
subcommittee of the Senate Committee
on Public Lands and Surveys, have re-
cently held hearings at Casper, Wyo.,
Artesia, N. Mex.,, and Midland, Tex.,
where the. oil operators of the country
told their story of how production may
be stimulated. Representatives of the
Office of Petroleum Coordinator and
the Office of Price Administration partici-
pated in these hearings, as they did in a
hearing on July 17 in the committee room
here in Washington.

All the agencies which have jurisdic-
tion over the production and distribution
of oil will be invited to participate in the
sessions planned for the week of Octo-
ber 5.

Representatives of the armed services,
both the Army and the Navy, will tell of
the demand for petroleum. Representa-
tives of Secretary Ickes and the Office of
Petroleum Coordinator, of Leon Hender-
son and the Office of Price Administra-
tion, of Donald Nelson and the War Pro-
duction Board, and of Joseph Eastman
and the Office of Defense Transportation
have been invited to perticipate.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Harcu] and I have also discussed the
problem with William R. Boyd, Jr., presi-
dent of the American Petraoleum Insti-
tute; with Russell B. Brown, general
counsel of the Independent Petraleun
Association of America; with Robert E.
Allen, Assistant Deputy Petroleum Coor-
dinator; and others, The American Pe-
troleum Institute as well as the Inde-
pendent Petroleum  Association of
America and other organizations inter-
ested in petroleum are expected to par-
ticipate. The following outline has been
prepared for the hearings:

I. Growing need for petroleum supplies fo
carry on the war: Testimony by representa-
tives of the War and Navy Departments.

II, Sources of petroleum:

{a) Exploration for new deposits.

{b) Development and preservation of pres-
ent reserves. Geol 1 Survey and industry
estimates of unproven oil lands,

(e) Coal as a source of petroleum through
hydrogenation. Bureau of Mines—Cost and
availability of processing,

(d) Shale as a source of petroleum through
hydrogenation. Bureau of Mines—Cost and
availability of processing.

III. Methods of stimulating search and
production:

(a) Incentives by way of royalty redue-
tion on puble domain.

(b) Incentives by way of price modifica-
tion.

(e) Incentives by way of protection of
labor supply.

(d) Handicaps of operators.

IV. Organization of Government author-
ity:
ty{a) Jurisdiction of armed services.

(b) Jurisdiction of the Office of Petroleum
Coordinator.

(c) Jurisdiction of the Office of Defense
Transportation.

(d) Jurisdiction of the War Production

Board.
(e) Jurisdiction of the Office of Price Ad-
ministration.
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V. Comments on fleld hearings:

(a) Herman Stabler, Geological Survey.

{b) William B. Heroy, Office of Petroleum
Coordinator.

(¢) W. B. Joyes, Office of Price Admin-
istration.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at the conclusion of
my remarks a letter dated September
18, 1942, addressed to me by Russell B.
Brown, of the Independent Petroleum
Association of America; also a telegram
which I addressed to Secretary Ickes,
and a letter from Ralph K. Davies,
Deputy Petroleum Coordinator, in reply
thereto, as well as a letter from the Di-
rector of the Geological Survey to me,
and a table giving data on black oil fields
in Wyoming as of July 1, 1942,

There being no objection, the letters,
telegram, and table were ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

INDEFENDENT PETROLEUM ASSO-

CIATION OF AMERICA,

Washington, D. C., September 18, 1942,

Benator JosepH C. O'MAHONEY,

Chairman, Subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys.

My DeAR SENATOR: May I express to you my
appreciation for the constructive program of
your subcommittee as evidenced by the hear-
ings which you have conducted to date. Your
hearing on July 17, 1942, here at Washington
laid a broad foundation for a complete study
of the petroleum situation at a time when
the necessity seems very great.

In conversation with you today you have
indicated a continuation of these hearings on
a basis that should develop information very
necessary to the Government and to the
Industry at this time.

During your hearing on July 17, 1942, you
developed the existence of multiplicity of
agencies who have authority and responsi-
bility over petroleum during the present
emergency. This multiplicity of agencies is
confusing to many in the petroleum industry.

You have outlined to me the possibility of
future hearings of your committee in which
you expect to cover the need for petroleum
and its products, the known sources of sup-
ply of petroleum, the question of necessary
incentives to continue exploration and devel-
opment work, as well as the impediments
under which the industry is now operating.

In response to your request the Independ-
ent Petroleum Association of America will be
glad to furnish witnesses from the petro-
leum industry to discuss before your com-
mittee the present known supplies of petro-
leum, as well as the possibility of exploring
for new reserves. We will also be glad to
supply witnesses who will discuss the preser-
vation of the present reserves through sec-
ondary recovery and other methods of ex-
tending the life of the small or stripper
wells. We will also be glad to provide wit-
nesses who will be prepared to discuss the
need for incentives in the exploration and
development work in the petroleum industry
which should include the guestion of price
and supply of materials, as well as the pro-
tection of labor engaged in the industry.
In this connection I understand you will de-
velop testimony on the war impacts which
affect the operations of the petroleum in-
dustry.

The broad basis on which your committee
is conducting these hearings suggests that
this committee may become a forum for the
collection of information that may be wused
as & basis for important decisions that seem
necessary to the success of our war effort with
particular relation to the petroleum indus-
try.

‘What has happened in the case of rubber
could happen in the case of petroleum. It
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might be slower in developing but it would
also take Ionger to cure.
Very truly yours,
RusseLr. B. BROWN.

TELEGRAM TO SECRETARY ICKES
CHEYENNE, W¥o., August 31, 1942,
Hon. Harorp L. ICKESs,
Secretary of the Interior,
Washington, D. C.:

Survey of Rocky Mountain and Texas oil
resources just completed by Senate Public
Lands Committee with efficient assistance of
Herman Stabler, Geological Survey, William
B. Heroy, of Office of Price Control, and W. B,
Joyes, of Office of Price Administration, in-
dicates substantial possibility of relieving
Eastern oil shortage by price adjustment and
transportation reorganization. This par-
ticularly true of black oll. Wyoming has 27
black-oil fields with estimated reserves of
261,000,000 barrels, but present low price
which is 50 cents or under in most fields is
not sufficient to move the product. Seven
fields are shut in and only 330 wells are pro-
ducing in all black-oil fields. On the con-
servation formula of not more than 1 well
1 every 40 acres, 385 additional wells could
be drilled increasing daily output by forty-
five or fifty thousand barrels.

This oil could be treated in Wyoming re-
fineries and could be used as could light
oils also to handle markets west of the Mis-
sissippi while Texas and Mldcontinent oils
with pipe line outlets could be concentrated
on New England and other Eastern areas
now facing distress, Development of Wyo-
ming black oils has been retarded for years
by low price.

Present price level was frozen by Office of
Price Administration as of October 1, 1941,
and represents a price structure which existed
when black oils were not needed. It should
not - be permitted to continue to throttle
development, now, when fuel oll and as-
phalt are needed for milltary as well as in-
dustrial and civilian purposes.

Operators made convincing showing of hard-
ship at present limits. I strongly recommend
that Office of Price Administration grant
immediate increase. If action is delayed until
formal application is prepared and presented
prospects of necessary development will be
seriously impaired. I suggest temporary in-
crease should be immediately granted on
basis of testimony presented to this commit-
tee subject to modification later if necessary.
Action rather than deliberation is needed if
Tuel oil shortage is to be met.

On basis of Information from California
I believe special consideration should be given
to liberalization of acreage and other drill-
ing rules for small operators. Labor short-
age is another grave impediment to oil pro-
duction. Oil field work, particularly well
drilling, is skilled and hazardous essential war
employment and operators should be pro-
tected from labor pirating by other industries.
Turn-over is becoming so rapid as to threaten
increased accident rate and decreased pro-
duct'on. Wells and fields which are shut
down because of low price or labor shortage
will be difficult to reopen by small operators
with resulting renewed hardship for all con-
sumers.

Jos. 0. O'MAHONEY.

RESPONSE OF DEPUTY OIL COORDINATOR
OFFICE OF PETROLEUM
COORDINATOR FOR WAR,
Washington.
Hon. JosepH C. O'MAHONEY,
United States Senate.

My DesrR BENATOR O'MAHONEY: I have de=
layed replying to your wire of August 81,
addressed to Secretary Ickes, until Mr, Heroy
returned to Washington.

This Office is in complete concurrence with
the principles stated in your message and we
believe that the production of crude in the
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Rocky Mountain States, especially the black
oll In Wyoming, should be stimulated. This
will require the establishment of adequate
prices and the readjustment of transporta-
tion facilities.

We join you in the belief that present price
ceilings reflect only the approximate supply-
and-demand situation as of June 1941, where-
as the war economy costs have greatly in-
creased supplies of heavy fuel oil and reduced
quantities of motor gasoline, For that reason
the light and heavy crude price schedules of
15 months ago are unrealistic under present-
day conditions. The Office will join you in
recommending prompt action by the Office of
Price Administration in readjusting the price
schedules of Wyoming heavy oils, which were
at depressed levels 15 months ago, but we
doubt that the Office of Price Administration
will act without having before it a formal ap-
plication, accompanied by full supporting
data. This is based upon our previous ex-
perience in presenting other urgent matters
for ite consideration.

An increased supply of crude oil in the
Rocky Mountain States might be useful in
serving markets to the edst unless freight
rates are prohibitive., But the fuel-oil situa-
tion on the Pacific coast is of some concern
to us and we feel that any additional produc-
tive capacity quickly available in the Rocky
Mountain district should be used to meet the
rapidly increasing demands on the Pacific
coast.

I have Inaugurated a study in this Office of
the possibilities of increasing Rocky Moun=-
tain production with a minimum use of steel
and other critical materials and we will also
investigate to what extent surplus refining
capacity exists there for processing additional
quantities of crude.

Please let me know if we can be of further
service to you in this regard.

Bincerely yours,
Rarre K. Davirs,
Deputy Petroleum Coordinator,

WYOMING BLACK-OIL RESERVES

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
OF THE INTERIOR,
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY,
Washington, September 19, 1942,
Hon. JoserPH C. O'MAHONEY, "
United States Senate.

My DEarR SENATOR O'MAHONEY: The follow-
ing information and the accompanying table
are submitted in response to your recent
request by telephone to Mr. Stabler.

‘While there is considerable wvarlation in
estimates of Wyoming oil reserves, field by
fleld, it may be stated with some assurance
that the known black-oil reserves of the State
are of the order of magnitude of 260,000,000
barrels and that the estimated reserves of
fields entirely shut in are of the order of mag-
nitude of twenty-five or thirty million bar-
rels. The production for the month of July
amounted to about 33,000 barrels per day
from 305 wells; 111 wells were shut in, and it
is believed that if these wells had been on
production the average might have been
40,000 barrels per day with all wells being pro-
duced at a reasonable rate. If the fields were
completely drilled up, additional wells being
drilled on 40-acre spacing, it is believed that
825 wells could be put on production and,
without excessive rates of production, could
supply as much as 90,000 barrels per day of
black oil. Unless supplemented by reserves
and pools not now known to be productive,
such a rate of production would necessarily
decline, probably within a year.

The accompanying table gives information
far each field as to the gravity of oil, produc-
tion for the first 6 months of 1942, production
in July 1942, productive acres, producing
wells, wells shut in, and additional wells
required for complete drilling up of produc-
tive area on 40-acre spacings,

Cordially yours,
‘W. C. MENDENHALL, Director.
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I ask unanimous consent for the im-
mediate consideration and confirmation
of this nomination, and that the Presi-
dent be notified immediately.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, I wish
to join in the request made by my col-
league. Ihave known General Devers for
many years. He is a credit to the Army
of the United States. He is one of the
outstanding military officers of our coun-
I hope there will be no objection to
my colleague's request for confirmation
of this nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request made by the
junior Senator from Eentucky? The
Chair hears none, and, without objection,
the nomination is confirmed, and the
President will be immediately notified.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
that the President be immediately noti-
fied of all nominations this day confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be so noti-

AMENDMENT OF LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

Data on black-oil flelds in Wyoming as of July 1, 1942

Produ!:tion Addi-

Field Gravit Production| Produc- | Produe- | Wells | {00

¥ mcmhs 1942 July 1942 |tive acres| ing wells | shut-in | LOR%
Black Mountain_ .......coceeeeccionan 5, 251 2, 204 760 3 2 14
Enm 704, 765 161, 035 1,650 17 2 2
Clrele Ridpa. o0 oo Zanhe o 0 0 210 0 7 0
Dallas 84,653 15, 306 160 23 4 0
B T A e e S S 7,376 1,386 120 10 4 0
0 0 2,465 0 1 61
509, 312 88, 700 720 20 3 0

250, 756 45,258 | 2,000 18 4 o7 | try.
23 1771 32,443 620 0 1 14
25, 493, 069 143,471 2,000 15 0 a5
N 104, 035 45,058 1,000 12 22 0
Lander-Hudson... 22, 52,022 8, 502 350 13 22 0
Lake Creek..... --| 25 0 100 0 1 1
Mm eriek 8prings R e 421,220 60, 652 1, 345 31 b 0
______ Sy 0 4,628 360 2 1 6
(}rm:nn Bagin, north and seuth. ... 22.2._... 1, 877, 508 a7, 510 7, 100 64 0 114
Pilot Butbe. .. . i0.o £ 18, 119 , 064 2,120 1 0 52
Pitehfork. ... 0 0 400 0 1 9
Polson Spider 31, 467 5,262 | 31,280 | 40 1 0
Red Springs. 0 300 0 1 7
Salt Creek._.... % 137, 155 25,019 1, 100/ o 0 18
Bhieep Oreek. .._ooviucusomemsinarars 0 0 260 2 0 4
8h 22 12, 730 2,007 160 2 0 2
Simpson Ridge 2 2, 748 575 160 5 0 0
Bl O e 1% wee| ww| o o' ol o®
0 Asper Uree (] '
South Spring (,.-eek 0 0 765 0 1 19 | fied.

West Warm 8, 8,47 2,453 180 12 27 ]
Total...... 5,001,087 | 1,026,710 | 27,885 805 111 409

1 Additional wells required for complete drilling of productive arca on 40-acre spacing.

1 Fuel.
3 Ineludes S8outh Casper Creek,
4 Includes East Warm Springs (SI),

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen-
ate proceed to consider executive busi-
ness.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (M.
Bunker in the chair) laid hefore the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submiiting sundry
nominations (and withdrawing a nomi-
nation), which were referred to the ap-
propriate committees.

(For nominations this day received and
nomination withdrawn, see the end of
Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. McEELLAR, from the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads:

Sundry postmasters.

By Mr. BAILEY, from the Committee on
Commerce:

Commander (Engineering) Gustavus R.
O'Connor to be a captaln in the Coast Guard,
to rank from the 1st day of September
1942;

Cadet Robert J. Wescott to be an ensign in
the Coast Guard, to rank from the date of
oath of office; and

Several captains to be rear admirals in the
Coast Guard for temporary service.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
clerk will proceed to state the nomina-
tions on the calendar.

ARMY SPECIALIST CORPS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Army Special-
ist Corps.

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the nomi-
nations be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the nominations are confirmed en bloc.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry neminations of postmasters,

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the post=-
master nominations be confirmed en bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are confirmed
en bloc.

THE NAVY

The legislative clerk proceeded fo read
sundry nominations in the Navy.

Mr. BARKLEY. Iask unanimouscon-
sent that the nominations be confirmed
en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are confirmed
en bloc. That completes the calendar.

THE ARMY—MAJ. GEN. JACOB LOUCES
DEVERS

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Military Affairs I re-
port certain nominations in the Army,
for appointment and promotion of offi-
cers, which the President sent to the
Senate today.

Included in these nominations is the
nomination of Maj. Gen. Jacob Loucks
Devers (Brigadier General, United States
Army), Army of the United States, for
temporary appointment as lieutenant
general in the Army of the United States,
under the provisions of section 127 (a),
National Defense Act, as amended.

General Devers is one of the ablest
and greatest generals the Army of the
United States has produced. It will be
an inspiring thing for the armored forces
of the United States all over the world
to know that their commander has been
made a lieutenant general. The head-
quarters of the armored forces are lo-
cated at Fort Enox, Ky.

TRUST FUND BOARD ACT

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, as in
legislative session, I ask unanimous con-
sent to report two bills, for which I ask
immediate consideration.

First, I report from the Committee on
the Library House bill 7114, to amend the
Library of Congress Trust Fund Board
Act. The measure would amend the act
authorizing the acceptance of gifts and
bequests on the part of the Library of
Congress. I ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. A hill (H. R.
T7114) to amend the Library of Congress
Trust Pund Board Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill
(H. R. 7114) was considered, ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed

Booxs FOR THE ADULT BLIND

Mr. BARELEY. Also from the Com-
mittee on the Library I report favorably
House bill 7273, to amend section 1 of
the act entitled “An act to provide books
for the adult blind.” This measure
would increase the appropriation from
$350,000 to $370,000 per year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, bill (H. R.
7273) to amend section 1 of the act en-
titled “An act to provide books for the
adult blind,” approved March 3, 1931,
as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill
(H. R. 7273) was considered, ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

RECESS

Mr. BARELEY. As in legislative ses-

sion, I move that the Senate take a re=

cess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.
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The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 28 minufes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday,
September 22, 1942, at 12 o’clock noon.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate September 21, 1942:

DrrLoMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Thomas L. Hughes, of the District of Co-
lumbia, now a Foreign Service officer of class
1 and a secretary in the Diplomatic Service,
to be also a consul general of the United
States of America.

APPOINTMENTS, FOR TEMPORARY SERVICE, IN THE
ArMY OF THE UNITED STATES

TO BE A LIEUTENANT GENERAL

Maj. Gen. Jacob Loucks Devers (brigadier
general, United States Army), Army of the
United States, for temporary appointment
as lieutenant general in the Army of the
Unlted States, under the provisions of sec-
tion 127a, National Defense Act, as amended.

TO BE MAJOR GENERALS

Brig. Gen. John Henry Hilldring (lieuten-
ant colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States.

Brig. Gen. Edward Mallory Almond (lieu-
tenant colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States.

Brig. Gen. John Beugnot Wogan (lieuten-
ant colonel, Field Artillery), Army of the
United States.

Brig. Gen, Frank William Milburn (lieu-
tenant colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States.

Brig. Gen. Paul John Mueller (lieutenant
colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States.

Brig. Gen. Leroy Hugh Watson (lieutenant
colonel, Infantry), Army of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Vernon Edwin Prichard (lleu-
tenant colonel, Fleld Artillery), Army of the
United States.

Brig. Gen. Leland Stanford Hobbs (lieu-
tenant colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States.

Brig. Gen. Ira Clarence Eaker (lleutenant
colonel, Alr Corps; temporary colonel, Air
Corps), Army of the United States,

Brig. Gen. Henry Splese Aurand (lieuten-
ant colonel, Ordnance Department), Army of
the United States. }

Brig. Gen, Eenneth Thompson Blood (colo-
nel, Coast Artillery Corps), Army of the
United States,

Brig. Gen. Barney McKinney Giles (lieu-
tenant colonel, Air Corps; temporary colonel,
Air Corps), Army of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Leven Cooper Allen (lieutenant
colonel, Infantry), Army of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Andrew Davis Bruce (lleutenant
colonel, Infantry), Army of: the United States.

Brig. Gen. Frank Floyd Scowden (colonel,
Quartermaster Corps), Army of the United
States.

Brig. Gen. Clifford Lee Corbin (colonel,
Quartermaster Corps), assistant to the
Quartermaster General,

Brig. Gen. Frederick Gilbreath (colonel,
Cavalry), Army of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Charles Harrison Corlett (lieu-
tenant colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States.

TO BE BRIGADIER GENERALS

Col. Nelson Macy Walker (lieutenant
colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
Btates.

Col. Ivan Leon Foster (lieutenant colonel,
Fleld Artillery), Army of the United States.

Col. William. Henry Colbern (lleutenant
colonel, Field Artillery), Army of the United
States.

Col. John Eubank Cgpeland
colonel, Infantry),
Btates.

(Heutenant
Army of the United
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Col, Robert Wilson Hasbrouck (lieutenant
colonel, Field Artillery), Army of the United
States.

Col. John Max Lentz (lileutenant colonel,
Field Artillery), Army of the United States.

Col. Donald John Myers (lleutenant
colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States.

Col. Willlam Robert White, Quartermaster
Corps.

Col. Lawrence Carmel Jaynes (lieutenant
colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States,

Col. Guy Humphrey Drewry (lieutenant
colonel, Ordnance Department), Army of the
United Btates.

Col. George Honnen (major,
Army of the United States.

Col. Russell Edward Randall (major, Air
Corps; temporary lieutenant colonel, Air
Corps), Army of the United States—Air
Corps.

Col, Henry Charles Wolfe (major, Corps of
Engineers), Army of the United States,

Col. Hermon French Safford (lieutenant
colonel, Ordnance Department), Army of the
United States.

Col. Frank Albert Allen, Jr. (Lieutenant
colonel, Cavalry), Army of the United States.

Col. Remi Paul Hueper (lieutenant
colonel, Finance Department), Army of the
United States.

Col. Everett Strait Hughes, Ordnance De-
partment.

Col. Eley Parker Denson, Infantry,

Col, Rufus Stanley Ramey (lieutenant
colonel, Cavalry), Army of the United States.

Col. John Lloyd McEee (lieutenant colonel,
Infantry), Army of the United States.

Col. Frederick Harry Black (lieutenant
colonel, Field Artillery), Army of the United
Btates.

Col. Doyle Overlton Hickey (lieutenant
colonel, Fleld Artillery), Army of the United
States.

Col. James Francis Clark Hyde (lleutenant
colonel, Corps of Engineers), Army of the
United States.

Col. Norman Randolph (lieutenant colonel,
Infantry), Army of the United States.

Col. Vernon Evans (lieutenant colonel, In-
fantry), Army of the United States.

Col. Walter Alexander Wood, Jr. (lieu-
tenant colonel, Corps of Engineers), Army of
the United States.

Col. Paul Ramsey Hawley (lieutenant colo-
nel, Medical Corps), Army of the United
States,

Infantry),

Col. Albert Cowper Smith (lieutenant
colonel, Cavalry), Army of the United
States.

Col. Edwin Willlam Piburn (lleutenant

colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States.
Col. Gordon Russell Young, Corps of

Engineers,

Col. William Francis Heavey (lieutenant
colonel, Corps of Engineers), Army of the
United States.

Col. David Ayres Depue Ogden (major,
Corps of Engineers), Army of the United
Btates.

Col. Harry Fouts Hazlett, Infantry.

Col. Robert Wilkins Douglass, Jr. (major
Air Corps; temporary leutenant colonel,
Air Corps; temporary colonel, Army of the
United BStates—Air Corps), Army of the
United States.

Col. George Hatton Weems (lieutenant

colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States,
Col. Fred BSildney Borum (lieutenant

colonel, Air Corps; temporary colonel, Air
Corps), Army of the United States.

Col. Raymond Edward O'Nelll (lieutenant
colonel, Air Corps; temporary colonel, Air
Corps), Army of the United States.

Col. Richard Gentry Tindall (lieutenant
colonel, Infantry), Army of the United
States,
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Col, Robert Boyd Williams (major, Air
Corps; temporary lieutenant cclonel, Air
Corps; temporary lieutenant colonel, Army of
the United States), Army of the United
States—Air Corps.

Col. James Alexander O'Connor, Corps of
Engineers.

Col, Robert Morris Webster (major, Air
Corps; temporary lieutenant colonel, Air
Corps; temporary colonel, Army of the United
Btates—Alr Corps), Army of the United
States.

Col. Frederick Mercer Hopkins, Jr. (major,
Air Corps; temporary colonel, Air Corps),
Army of the United States.

Col. Owen Summers (lieutenant colonel,
Infantry), Army of the United States.

Col. Howard KEnox Ramey (lleutenant
colonel, Air Corps; temporary colonel, Air
Corps), Army of the United States.

Col. Harvey Steele Burwell, Air Corps.

Col. Edward Moses Morris (lieutenant
colonel, Air Corps; temporary colonel, Air
Corps), Army of the United States.

Col. George Jacob Forster (lieutenant
colonel, Infantry), Army of the United States,

Col. Willlam Warren Welsh (lieutenant
colonel, Air Corps; temporary colonel, Air
Corps), Army of the United States.

Col. Orvil Arson Anderson (major, Air
Corps; temporary lieutenant colonel, Afr
Corps; temporary colonel, Army of the United
States—Air Corps), Army of the United
States.

Col. Hans Kramer (lieutenant colonel,

" Corps of Engineers), Army of the United

States,

Col. Robert Victor Ignico (leutenant
colonel, Air Corps; temporary colonel, Air
Corps), Army of the United States,

Col. Alden Harry Waitt (lieutenant colonel,
Chemical Warfare Service), Army of the
United States.

Col. Walter Scott Fulton, Infantry.

Col. Jullan Buckner Haddon (major, Alr
Corps; temporary lieutenant colonel, Air
Corps; temporary colonel, Army of the United
States—Alr Corps), Army of the United
Btates.

Col. Leslie Richard Groves (major, Corps
of Engineers), Army of the United States.

Col. Evarts Walton Opie, Infantry, National
Guard of the United States,

Col. Francis Willard Rollins, Field Artillery,
National Guard of the United States.

Col. Henry Carlton Newton (lleutenant
colonel, Infantry, National Guard of the
United States), Army of the United States.

Col. Fred Abraham Safay, Infantry, Na-
tional Guard of the United States.

Col. Miller Grieve White (lieutenant
colonel, Infantry, National Guard of the
United States), Army of the United States.

Col. Clayton Sinnott Adams, Adjutant Gen-
eral's Department Reserve,

Col. Alfred Robinson Glancy, Army of the
United States.

IN THE Navy

Capt. Harry W. Hill to be a rear admiral
in the Navy, for temporary service, to rank
from the 22d day of April 1942,

The following-named captains to be rear
admirals in the Navy, for temporary service,
to rank from the date stated opposite their
names:

Claud A. Jones, October 9, 1941,

Alexander M. Charlton, October 9, 1941,

Joseph J. Broshek, October 9, 1941,

Sydney M. Kraus, October 9, 1941,

James M, Irish, October 9, 1941,

Harold T. Smith, November 21, 1941,

Thomas B. Richey, November 21, 1941.

Charles L. Brand, November 29, 1941,

Ernest M. Pace, Jr., May 13, 1942,

The following-named medical directors to
be medical directors in the Navy with the
rank of rear admiral, for temporary service,
to rank from the 15th day of September 1942:

Willlam Chambers

Eent C. Melhorn
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The following-named pay directors to be
pay directors in the Navy with the rank of
rear admiral, for temporary service, to rank
from the 15th day of September 1942:

John F. Hatch

Emory D. Stanley

Fred E. McMillen

The following-named civil engineers to be
civil engineers in the Navy with the rank of
rear admiral, for temporary service, to rank
from the 15th day of September 1942:

Henry G. Taylor

Gaylord Church

IN THE COAST GUARD

Capt. Lloyd T. Chalker to be a rear admiral
in the Coast Guard, for temporary service, to
rank from the 10th day of March 1942,

Capt. Harvey F. Johnson to be a rear ad-
miral in the Coast Guard, for temporary serv-
ice, to rank from the 10th day of March 1943,

Capt. James Pine to be a rear admiral in
the Coast Guard, for temporary service, while
serving as Superintendent of the Coast Guard
Academy, to rank from June 30, 1942,

Capt. Frank J. Gorman to be a rear admiral
in the Coast Guard, for temporary service,
while serving as Chief, Division of Finance,
to rank from June 30, 1942,

Capt. Robert Donchue to be a rear admiral
in the Coast Guard, for temporary serviee,
while serving as Chief, Division of Personnel.

Capt. Edward H. Smith to be a rear admiral
in the Coast Guard, for temporary service,
while serving as commander, Greenland
Patrol.

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn from
the Senate September 21, 1942:
POSTMASTER
LOUISIANA

Lloyd Armand Theriot to be postmaster at
Lockport in the State of Louisiana.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate September 21, 1942:

ArmY SpECIALIST CORPS

Abraham Herbert Klubock to be principal
Army exchange instructor, Army Exchange
Service, Services of Supply, at a salary of
§5,600 per annum.

Newman Smith to be Deputy Director,
Fourth Service Command, Field Service, Army
Specialist Corps, at a salary of $5,600 per
annum.

William Johnson Fuller to be principal per-
sonnel procurement officer, Fifth Service
Command, subdistrict office, at a salary of
$5,600 per annum.

Ellerton James Brehaut to be Deputy Di-
rector, First Service Command, Field Serv-
fce, Army Speciallst Corps, at a salary of
$5,600 per annum.

IN THE ArMY

TEMPORARY APPOINTMENT IN THE ARMY OF THE
UNITED STATES

Jacob Loucks Devers for temporary ap-
pointment &5 lieutenant general in the Army
of the United States.

IN THE NAVY
APPOINTMENTS FOR TEMPORARY SERVICE

Arthur 8. Carpender to be vice admiral, to
rank from September 4, 1942,

Louis E. Denfeld to be rear admiral, while
serving as Assistant Chief of Naval Person=-
nel, from May 16, 1942,

Ralph E. Davison to be rear admiral, while
serving as Assistant Chief of the Bureau of
Aeronautics, from August 1, 1842,

Theodore D. Ruddock, Jr., to be rear ad-
miral, while serving as Assistant Chief of
the Bureau of Ordnance, from July 5, 1942,

Luther Sheldon, Jr., to be medical director,
with the rank of rear admiral, for temporary
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service, while serving as Assistant Chief of
the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, from
November 17, 1941.

William J. Carter to be pay director, with
rank of rear admiral, for temporary service,
while serving as Assistant Chief of the Bu-
reau of Supplies and Accounts, from Septem-
ber 4, 1942,

Lewis B. Combs to be civil engineer, with
rank of rear admiral, for temporary service,
while serving as Assistant Chief of the Bu-
reau of Yards and Docks, from July 20, 1942,

Leslie E. Bratton to be rear admiral in the
Navy, on the retired list, for temporary service,
while serving as Assistant Judge Advocate
General of the Navy, from September 4, 1943,

PROMOTIONE IN THE REGULAR SERVICE

The nominations of Earland E. Hedblom
et al,, for promotions in the regular service of
the Navy.

(Nore.—A full list of the names of the per-
sons whose nominations for promotion in the
regular service of the Navy were confirmed
today may be found in the Senate proceed-
ings of the ComcrEssioNaL Recorp for Sep-
tember 14, 1942, under the caption “Nomina-
tions,” beginning with name of Earland E.
Hedblom on p. 7189 and concluding with the
name of Arthur B, Simms, Jr,

POSTMASTERS
ARKANSAS
Benjamin S. Kent, Mountain View.,
COLORADO

James O. Stevic, Denver.

Thomas H. Hargreaves, Holyoke,

James F. North, Rocky Ford,

Ben B. Beshoar, Trinidad.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
MonpaYy, SEPTEMBER 21, 1942

The House met at 12 o’clock noon and
was called to order by the Speaker.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont-
gomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, the strength of all men
who put their trust in Thee, perfect our
weakness in Thy strength. Thou who
dost hold in Thy hands the basic laws
of the universe, we pray that this sad
world may emerge from the tragic scenes
of darkness and threatened death. Help
us to yield ourselves to Thee so com-
pletely that every fiber of our Nation's
soul shall revolt against unprovoked war
with its tempest and burning blackness.
As lovers of freedom, may our people put
on the whole armor of God that we may
be able to stand against the wiles of the
devil and quench all the fiery darts of the
evil one. Again we invoke Thy blessings
upon our world-renowned President, our
Speaker, the Vice President, and both
Houses of the Congress that strength,
unity, and wisdom may abound and that
they may be directed in the realms of
resolution, endeavor, and determination.

Dear Lord, we pause in reverent tribute
to the honored Member who answers not
to the roll call. Oh, take unto Thyself
the soul of him whose devotion to duty
and integrity of purpese abide with us.
O heavenly Father of compassion,
through their halting hours of anguish,
breathe upon all the loved ones stricken
in their grief that they may take up the
weary burdens of life. In the name of
our Saviour. Amen.

7225

The Journal of the procsedings of
Thursday, September 17, 1242, was read
and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills and a joint resolution
of the House of the following titles:

H.R. 6362, An act to amend the Act en-
titled “An Act to regulate the practice of
the healing art to protect the public health
in the District of Columbia,” approved Feb-
ruary 27, 1929;

H.R.6401. An act to amend section 7 of
the Act entitled “An Act to incorporate the
American War Mothers," approved February
24, 1925 (43 Stat. B86; title 36, sec. 97, U. B. C.,
1640 edition);

H.R.7235. An act to amend the District of
Cclumbia Emeigency Rent Act;

H.R.7399. An act to increase the penalty
for indecent exposure in the District of Co-
lumbia; and

H. J. Res. 271. Joint resolution authorizing
the President of the United States of America
to proclaim October 11, 1842, General Pu-
laski's Memorial Day for the observance and
commemoration of the death of Brig. Gen.
Casimir Pulaski.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with an amendment
in which the econcurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 6821, An act to amend the Soil Con-
servation and Domestic Allotment Act to
authorize payments in cases where farmers’
crops are acquired, prior to harvest, in con-
nection with the acquisition of their farms
for use in the national war effort, and to
provide for the division of such payments.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

B.2411. An act for the relief of William R.
Laurence;

5.2503. An act to provide for the payment
of retired pay to certain retired judges of
the police and municipal courts of the Dis=-
trict of Columbia;

B.2689. An act to amend the act entitled
“An act to incorporate Saint Ann's Infant
Asylum, in the District of Columbia,” ap-
proved March 3, 1863 (12 Stat. 798);

8. 2686. An act to permit prosecutions alter
the lapse of a temporary statute for ofienses
committed prior to its expiration;

B.2705. An act for the relief of Capt. Sam=
uel N. Mocre, United States Navy;

5.3717. An act for the relief of Charles H.
Eoch;

5.2731. An act to suspend until June 30,
1845, the running of the statute of limitations
applicable to viclations of the antitrust laws;

5.2733. An act to amend an act entitled
“An act to provide for the better registration
of births in the District of Columbia and
for other purposes,” approved March 1, 1807;

8.2739. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to grant ea®zments for rights-of=
way over, across, in, and upon naval reser-
vations;

8.2740. An act to provide for furnishing
transportation for certain Government and
other personnel necessary for the efective
prosecution of the war, and for other pur-

5.2747. An act to authorize a reduction in
the course of instruction at the United States
Military Academy; and

8.2751. An act to amend the act entitled
“An act to establish a Women's Army Auxil-
iary Corps for service with the Army of the
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